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ABSTRACT , )

THE 4-STATE PROJECT' IN OREGON

PROJECTIONS FOR A PROFESSION-WIDE, COOPERATIVE
SYSTEM OF SUPPORT FOR SCHdb{S AND SCHOOL PERSONNEL

3

éackground Informat ion

Oreqon has been working toward the design of a staff development/
school improvement support system for several years. Our efforts started
three years ago with a study of imservice education by the deans and ,
directors of teacher education: p{ngams within the state. ,As this study
progressed, it broadened to a profession-wide study group and its focus
expanded to include the continued professional development (CPD) of
school personnel throuqhout their professional llves i ‘

Information collected through research sponsored by the Study group
focused on the number and kind of CPD activities engaged in by school
personnel during “the course of a calendar year, who planned and provided
these activities, who paid for the activities, the value qalned through
the activities, etc. Information also was collected on the statutory

“ang administrative rules effecting the professional development of school
personnel in Oregon, thé resources set aside within districts to support
//J CPD activities, and the attention paid CPD activities within contracts

negotiated by teacher assoclatlons !

' » R
Using these data’as base : f?om which to proceed, the study

q}oup fashioned a set of policy and procedural recommenda-
tions that established a broad framework forthecontlnued professional
development of school personnel in Oreqon. These are attached as Exhibit
A. All segments of the education community were rgpresented on the study
group, including the Oregon School Boards Assoclatlon the Oregoif Educa-
tion Association, and the Oregon Federation of Teachers

The recommendations put forth by the ‘study group have now been i>
approved by all of the institutions, agencies and professional associa-
tions represented on the group, and an INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE ‘0
TINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL has been established.
The COUNCIL is to serve as a forum for the discussion of matters per-
taining to the professional development of school personnel in Oregon,
and is to advise all institutions and aqencleslwho in any way are re-
spensible for improving the quality of school ing about matters pertain-
ing to the improvement of school personnel.
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Contributions 0f The 4-State Project

The 4\ate Project in Oregon was used to extend the work accomp-
tished by ~profession-wide study group. Specifically, the project
was used to translate the policy and procedural recommendations pre-
pared by the study group into a design for an operational support system
for schools and school personnel. The support system as a whole is com-
posed of three interdependent sub-systems, each having to a large extent
its own Qovernance. structure, management procedures and funding sources.
The focus of each of the sub-systems is reflected in‘its title: '

® School itmprovement/Staff Development;
& Advanced Study/Ccrtificaiion;
e (ollegial Exchangye/Professionalization.

The State Department of Education and Edycation Service Districts are
central tg the operation of the SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT/STAFF DEVELOPMENT
sub-system; institutions of higher education and the Oreqqr? Teacher
Standards and Practices Conmission are central to the operation of the
ADVANCED STUDY/CERTIFICATION sub-system: and professional associations
are central to .the operation of the COLLEGIAL EXCHANGE/PROFESS IONALIZA-

L]

The INTERAGENCY COUNCIL is responsible for seeing that these three
support systems are complementary, and in combination provide the kind
of support services needed by schools and s&hgol personnel to continu-
ously improve the quality of schooling in Oregon.

Central to the funding and operation of {the proposed support system
ts the concept of regionally organighd ""educdtional cooperatives'' or
“educational consortia.' ‘These are seen as 3n organizational arrange-
ment that is entered into voluntarily to create the necessary pool of
resources and expertise-needed to effectively support schools in their
staff development and program improvement efforts. Consortia do not
have a statutory base in Oregon. As presently conceived they will draw
together the resources of local districts, education service districts,
institutions of higher education, educational R and D agencies, and the
State Department of Education.

‘Resources made available through the 4-State Project have been
directed most intensely to the design and testing of the schopl [IMPROVE-
MENT/STAFF DdNELOPHfNJ support system, and the implementation of this
jystem through regional consortia. By the end of the project (May,
1979) eleven school districts working within the framework of three

regional consoria will have prepared program Improvement/staff develop-
ment plans around identified program improvement needs, and the plans
will have been used to test the feasibility of both the planning pro-

cess and projections for implementation. Each feasibility test is to
contain data as to costs and benefits for each institution and agency
that has been associated with the planningtprocess.

\
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The Oregon Experience As A Test Of The
L-State ''Prototype'' For Statewide Planning

/

* " The proposed support system for schoo‘s and school personnel in
Oregon evolved as the ''prototype' for statewide planning was evolving
within the project as a whole. As both now stand how do they compare?
Have the elements identified .in the prototype~heen addressed by the pro-
posed support system in Oreqon? |If so, how? I?"nOt,.why not?

The paragraphs that follow describe, the match between the proto-
type and the Oregon plan. Many of the specifics around these topics
have not been worked out in detail, but all have been discussed.

Where formal decisions have not as yet been reached the policy recom-
mendations of the profess'ionﬂ:ide study group and the structufe of the
proposed support system give direction to what they might be.

Governance

< - ———— &

*» ,/
[Djscussed; recognized as essential; some design decisions
de; one structure established] ‘

Trying to picture the governance structure for any statewide sup-
port system for schools and school personnel is difficult, especially
when the system is essentially coqperatnve in nature. Generally speak-
ing, however, those participating in theAL State Project anticipate
several levels of governance operating in a ”foosely coupled" fashion.
In addition to the governance structure each participating institution
and agency has of its own, new structures will need to be estab-
lished to accommodate the various organizational levels operating with-
in the support system as”a whole. A governance structure will have to
be set up, for examPle, for each regional cooperative. The most gen- -
eral governance structures -- more accurately, monitoring and advisory
mechanisms -- are the INTERAGENCY COUNCIL for the Continued Prafessional
Development of School Personnel (established) and a proposed ADVISORY
COMMITTEE TO THE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION ON INSTRUCTIONAL
IMPROVEMENT,

. ’
The extent to which, and the manner in which, these various govern-
ing bodies might interact is simply beyond our ability to Yoresee at

this time. v . .

d

4
Needs Assessment

.

[Discussed; recoqnized as essential; no desiqn decisions made] -

Partlclpants in the h-State Project antioipate that each level of
orqanlzatlon within the state plan warranting a governance structure
will have a ''needs assessment'' and 'priarity assignment'’ functipn to

erform.‘ Also, each will have access to different Information pertain-
ing to nesds, and may interpret need information quite |d|osyncrat|cally
Some exchange of |nformation about needs will flow across the various
levels of the support system as a whole, but what info mation and how
specifically it woll'be transferred, for evle, from tocal or service

6
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districts to the State Department, and vice versa, is as yat without
specification. -~

4

Outcomes‘fo Be Achieved

’

[Discussed; recognized as essential; design decisions reached]
The support system has two primary aims, First,7 it is to make
accessable to schools in all parts of the state, reqardless of loca-
tion or size, the resources and expertise needed to implement locally
desired or stafe and federal mandated school improvement/staff develop-
ment efforts. Second, it is to make full and efficient use of all
resources avajlable within the educational, community Iin Oregon. The
attainment of - learning outcomes for children and youth desired by each
community in the state is the overarching goal of spgzsuprTt system.
Enabling goals include instructional and support programs in schools,
that are cost effective in facilitating desired learning outcomes, and
school personnel who are able to implement these programs.-

Service Delivery Systems

[Discussed; recognized as essential; design decisions reached]

These have been described prevuousky (see contributions of the
L-State Project,'p 2). -

Rewards/Incentives ' .

[Discussed; recognized as essential; Task Force established
. . -
to prepare reconmendations]

. Throughout the déliberahon‘s of the profession-wide study group,
and throughout the 4-State Project, the assumption has.been made that
the primary motive operating on the part of all concerned was an over-
riding desire to create the best possible learning opportunities for
children and youth. Our assumption Nhas been that this motive is cen~
tral to the work of state agency personnel, teacher educators and staff
of professional associations as well as teachers, administrators and

. board members of school systems., |f this assumption were ahsent the

progress made thys far would not have been possible. |If this assump-
tion were found to be false in future the Ifkelihood of being able to
esdablish a support system of the kind proposed wowld be beybnd reach.

While the assumption of commitment to the well being of children
and youth, and td strengthening schoql programs and school faculties
as means to this end, have played a central réle in the development
of the proposed support system it has been recognized all along that

"more tangible incentive and reward structures will be needed as the

‘support 9ystem is implemented. The orly incentive of this kind that
has been dealt with at all systematically by either study group or per-
sons involved in the 4-State Project has been the matter of funding for
program improvement/staff development efforts. The stufY group

2,

. ~
? \‘ .
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recommended that funding quidelines be established that refliect the prin-

ciple of "costs assumed according to interests served.' A task force
. established by the Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission to deve&op
these” quidelipes is in the process of preparing its recommendations.

Evaluation

. » . .
[Discussed; recognized as essential; no desitgn decisions made]

A design to determine the costs and benefits that accompany the
implementation of the proposed support system has not been established.
* Studies ‘have been conducted as part of the 4-State Project to determine
the teasibility of regionally organized educational cooperatives effec-
tively supporting school improvement/staff development efforts at the
local level, and proposed funding through the Stage Department for S1/SD
etforts in the coming biennium will require a strong evaluation compon-
ent, but 'an overall plan of evaluation has been delayed until the out-

lines of the support system are more firmly in place. |If and when the
State moves to formally adopt the proposed system, and initiate its
implementation, such a design will be developed. Preliminary discus-

sions of such a design have pointed to the importance (and the diffi-
~culty) of looking to iMproved student learning as one measure of bene-
fit., The implementatidn of the new Standards for Elementary and
Secondary Schools in Oregon, however, should make feasible the collec-
tiom ot this kind of data.

A . 4
Fundtng

{Discussed; recognized as essential: no desiqn decisions made]

The major steps that haver been taken thus far with respect to
funding the proposed support system. have been described in the discus-
ston of rewards/incentives (see above)

Conclusions Reached As A Result Of Oregon's
Planning Effort That May Be Helpful To Other States

1. Agreement as to definitions and terminology that pertann to the
continued professional development of school personnel must be reached .
before progress in planning can be made.

- 2. The extent to which the concepq\of school improvement, as. de-
fined through either the improvement of)instructional programs -or the -
improvement of student learninc, is to be Iunked with the
—Céncepts of staff development and inservice education. :

.

3. Statewide planning for staff devel8pment/inservice must recog-
nize and takf advantage of the variety of forms which the continued
professionaldevelopment of. school personngl can take, and the variety
of avenues through whnch it may-be pursued .

é

»
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4. When undertaking statewnde planning that bears upon the con-
tinued professional development of school personnel, agreement has to
be reached on the criteria against which staff development/inservice
programs are to be judged effective.

. »~

5. Care needs to be taken in defining what is meant by a '"state- .,
wide plan' for staff development. Each state, because af its history
and organization, probably will differ in t he meaning M Wshes to
assign to ”statcwtde planning." . N

6. To be effective any ""statewide plan' bearing upon the cont i hued
professional development of school personnel, regardless of its focus, -
must be able to serve an essentially endless variety of school person-
nel in an essentially endless variety of school settings, and do so in,

a manher that assigns value to this variety. .

7. To be effective any statewide plan that bears upan the continued )
professronal development of school personnel must have the endorsement ’
of the school personnel and the school boards it is to serve. For all
intents and purposes this means that teachers; specialists, administra-
tors and school board representatives will need to be involved in
developlng the plan.

8. To be polutncally acceptable any planQing at the state level in
this day ahd age must’'not add appreciably to the cost of public educa- <
tion, or te the governmental bureaucracy surrounding education.

A \

-J. To be politically acceptable any planning at the state level
in this ‘day and age must' be accompanied with an evaluation plan that
will secure idence as to both costs and benefits upon implementation.



EXHIBIT A

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PROFESSION-WIDE STUDY GROUP
ON THE CONTINUED PROFE'SSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL

. . .

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #1: Encourage each local district to establish

and operate, in consultation with its personnel, a staff.develop-
. ment program that is responsive to student, staff, district and

state needs. !

. - : 4

- POLICY RECOMMENDATION #2:° Ident ify, catalogue,\qnd cause to be developed
when lacking, the instructional resources and expgertise needed by
‘districts to plan and operate staff development programs, organize
these resources to make them available to distnicts, and 1nforn1"4.qﬁ*
districts about "how they can gain ‘access to theéem.

. N .

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #3: Obtain the information neede6<fo design effec-
tive and cost-efficient local staff development programs, and a
Statewide system of support for these programs. -

POLICY RECOMMERDATION #4: . Improve the qual ™My and increase the flexi-
bility of programs leading to the STANDARD TEACHING Certificate,
SPECIALIST Certificates and ADMINISTRATIVE Certificates for school
personnel . , :

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #5: Develop guidelines for fundiﬂb,ﬁfofessional
-development activities for school personnel that reflect the prin-
ciple of costs assumed according to interests served.

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #6: Establish the present profession-wide gtudy
group as an AD HOC INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED PROFES- AN
SIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL that will (a) continue as
a forum for the‘discussign of matters perthining to the profes-
sional development of school personnel in Oregon; (b) advise the ‘
Oregon Board of Education, the Oregon Board of Higher Education,
the Teacher Standards and Practices Cdmmission, the Oregon Educa-
tional Coordinating Commission and the independent colleges and
universities that prepare teachers in matters pertaining to the
continued professional development of school personnel; and (Y
help coordinate the efforts of the institutions and agencies that
share responsibility for the quality of schools and school per-
‘ionnel within the state. JIhe COUNCIL, so long as jpt exists, will
submi t bienniallx_to each constituent group a summary of its acti-
vities and the progress that is being made in implementing the
above recommendat fons. -

-

’ ' . ’ . e

* Excerpted from ‘the summary report of the study group entitled: Gettin
More From Our Schoolg™ Policy and Procedural Recommendations for the
Continued Professional Development of School Persgamel in Oregon.
June, 1978. ‘- - -

I
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To my knowledge, this effort Onuthewpirt-of,represéntatives;frém.a1]<fa¢ems 2
ate’

-
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i

August 16, 1979

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN®~ 7 : L S B L e
The support system for the.Continued Professiqfal Development of School

Persanne] in.Oregon outlined'in_thislkepokt,reanSents the culmination of _
over three years of work by representatives from all face;szf_the:education‘ e
community in.Qregon. “Twotanq;one-haif years :were. spent in collectin infor-
mation. clarifyi concepts, and qugfhg{pplﬁcy recommendat i S.-. The past- .
_Year was spent .in. esigning a support system that seflectss: agregments [ -
reached’ in the earlfer work: B ST "

of the .education community in a st working together to‘f1nd'soIUt10n§ito-{'*;g;
the issues involved in the continued professional development of school . o
-sonnel is unique. It has been an arduqus, and an.informative, and const o -

tive undertaking. What has been Proposed by way. of*a support:syste does
‘not-completely satisfy any~of -the participants that have been a part of the
forMatiVe-prers§.,and'is sure ty be Wwodifigd on the basis of expgrience.

The fact that‘ail'pdrticfpating?organizatibﬁs, agencies, and service pro-.

viders have remained—tavolved in the procgss and that their reprdsentatives ° .
have'given approval to what s .described here, attests to the success of the _ L -
refforts thus' far. ~ e ' . : L~ '

Organizations, agencies, service_providers, and other interest grqups_Havb - \
new ggleg to play and new responsibiMtdes to assume., By joinigg collectively .-

to sefve this long neglected aspect of education; and by continging.the dia-

. 10gde with one-another that has been started, everyone in education --- ,
especially the children and youth’served by our schools' -- should be the better

for jt.
Lt a N

Marshall Watkins -

v

Resbectful Yy

Assistant Superintendent . . S
{nstructional Services ,
Clackamas County Educaxiqn Service District : \

Chairperson, Inter-Agency .Council
for the Continued Professional

Development of School Personnel , . : ‘
Enc. g .
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THE 4-STATE PROJECT IN OREGON

PROJECTIONS FOR A PROFESSION-WIDE, YOOPERAT IVE
SYSTEM OF SUPPORT FOR SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL PERSONNEL
S !

Background Information

Oregon has been working toward the design of a staff development/
school improvement support system for several years. Efforts started
three years ago with a study of inservice education by the deans and
directors of teacher education programs within the state. As thig study
progressed, it broadened to a profession-wide study group and Itszfocus
expanded to include the continued profdssional development (CPD) of
school personnel throughout their professional 1ives.

Information collected through research sponsored by the study group
focused on the number and kind of CPD activities engaged in by school

personnel during the course of a calendar year, who planned and pTovided?‘

these activities, who paid for the activities, the value gained through
the activities, etc. Informatton also was collected on the statutory
and administrative rules effecting the professional development of school
pegrsonnel in .Oregon, the resources set aside within districts to support
CPD activities, and the attention paid CPD activities within contracts
negotiated by teacher associations. ’

Using, these data as a base from which to proceed, the study group
fashioned a set of policy and procedural recommendatlons that established
a broad framework for the continued professional development of school
personnel in Oregon. With the exception of the community colleges, all
segments of the education community were represented on the study group,
including private colleges and universities, local school boards, and
education service districts. . ’

The recormendations put _forth by the study group have been approved
by all of the institutions, agencies and professional associations
represented on’'the group, and an INTERAGENCY COUNCIL  FOR THE CONTINUED
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL has been established.- The
COUNCIL is to serve as a-forum for the discussion of matters pertaining
to the professional development of school personnel in Oregon, and is to

'1 advise all institutions and agencies who iq;any way are responsible for
improving the quallty of schooling about matters pertaining to the imprgve-

ment of school personnel,
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Contributions Of The L-State Project

The b-State Project in Oregon was used to extend the work accomp-
}lshed.by the profession-wide ‘study group. Specifréally, the project
/was used to trtanslate“the policy and procédural recommendat ions pre-

" pared by the study group ingQ/B‘Ubngn for an operational support system

~tor schools and schpoJ:pefsohhel.‘ The support System as a whole 9 com- -
.V posed of three interdependenf sub-systems, each having to a-large extent

Its own governapte structure, management procedures and funding sources.
The focus of each of the sub-systems is reflacted in its title:

e School Improvement/Staff Development ;

! - . S

e Advanced Study/Certification;
e Colleaque Exchange/Professionalization.

The State Department of Education and Education Service Districts are
central to the operation of the SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT/STAFF DEVELOPMENT
sub-system; institutions of higher education and the Oregon Teacher
Standards and Practices Commisston are.central to the operation of the
ADYANCED STUDY/CERTIFICATION sub-system; and professional associations
are central to the operation of the COLLEAGUE EXCHANGE/PROFESSIONALIZA-
- TION sub-system. o~

The INTERAGENCY COUNCIL is responsiple for seeing that these three
SUPpPoOrt systems are complgmen}ary, and 'in combination provide the kind
of support services needed by schools and school personnel to continu-
ously improve the quality of schooling in Oreqon.

Central to the funding and operation of the proposed support system
is the concept of regionally drganized "educational cooperatives' or i
"'educational consortia." These are seen as an organizational arrange-
ment that is entered into voluntarily to create the necessary pool
of resources and expertise needed to effectively support schools in
their staff development and program improvement efforts. As presently
conceived they will draw together 'the resources of local districts,
education service districts, institutions of higher education, educa-
tional R and D agencies, and the State Department of Education.

"Resources made available through the 4-State Project have been
directed most intensely to the design and testing of the school IMPROVE-
MENT/STAFF DEVELOPMENT support system, and the implementation of this-"
system through regional consortia. Three independent tests of the ,
feasibility of the proposed support system were carried out. Eleven
school districts working within the framework of three regional consortia
prepaPed program improvement/staff development plans around identified
program improvement feeds. These plans were used to test the feasi-
bility of both the.pfanning process and projections for implementation.
Each feasibility test included data on the costs and benefits accruing
to each ‘institution and agency involved in the planning plocess.

» .
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THE h-§TATE PROJECT ,

In May, 1978, with the aid of funds from the U. S. Office of Educa-
tion, four states joined together to u he matter of ''... improving
student achievement through staff development.'! The project had two T
purposes. First, each of fhe fOur states was to develop a ''...specific.

. statewide system for establishing comprehenslvo staff development pro-

grams ... as a demonstration model. Second, the four states cogpera-
tively were to establish from their collective experience a ''. . . proto-
type model(s) for developing' statewide staff development systems ... for
use on a national basis.” A list Qf the elements to be reflected in =~
each state's plan for staff develobment Is attached as Exhibit A.

The four states taking part |n the, project were Hichigan New York,

Oreqon and West Virginia. The prOJect extended over a twelve month per-
iod, May 22, 1978 through May 21, 1979.

Purposes

At the time the project was received a profession-wide study group
that had been working over a perio¢ of two and a half years had just

" submitted its recommendations on the continled professional development

of school personnel in Oregon. These recommendations were broad and
general in nature, but they provided a sound foundation on which the
L-State Project could build. 1In addition the work of the study group
had provided much needed clarity with respect to role responsibilities”
within the state for the continued professional development of school
personnel,  and the concepts and deflnltlons;needed to deal effectlvely
with this critical aspect of education. The work of the study group has
been reported in three documents:

. Getting More From Our Schools: Policy and Procedural
Recommendations foy the Continued-Professional Deve lop-
ment of Schopl Perkonnel in Oregon;

\ %
2. A Summary of FinJ(qg§ From Research on the Continued
Professional Development of School Personnel in Oregon:
A Document quportqu Policy and Procedural Recommenda-
tions; and

3. A Framework for Viewing the Continued Professional De-
velopment of School Personnel.

Using the work of the study group as a foundation, the resources
'made)avanlable through the L-State Project were able to be used to de-
sngé and test in a preliminary way a support system for school person-
nel that reflects the characteristics recommended by the study group.

. Formal institutional and agency approval still needs be obtained

. for the system that is being proposed, but current plans call for this

to be done during the coming year. In keeping with the spirit. of the.
profession-wide study group the proposed support system is intended to
be cooperative in nature, drawing upon the resources and experthkse of
all wlthin the educatvonal community,
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Structure And Operation

Y

The primary work gr€up for the project was. the Inservice Steering .
Committee within the Oregon Department of Education. This was In kee .
ing with the purpose of the project and the award of the project to the
State Department. The receﬁYT?JestahJished Inter-Agency Councltfor the
Continued Professional Development of Schopl Personnel terved- as a Y
broadty cons’!tuted'review and advisory body to fhe'projékt. Dr. Donald
Egge, Associate Superintendent and for the Instructional Services
Division within the Department served as Chairman of the Inservice Com-

-mittee. Dr. Del Schalock, Research Professor in the Teaching Research

Division of the Oregon State System of Higher Education, served as staff

to the project. . //’*

Proceduraily the project followed practices established by the pro-
fession-wide study group. Tentative.design proposals were submitted to
the Steering Committee for review and refinement, and from the Committee's
critiques clarity of issues and design requirements gradually emerged.
Conceptual clarification and the sharpening of definitions were companion
benefits. This process occurred repeatedly throughout the project, with
the Steering Committee meeting eight times during the course of 12 months.

At critical points in the evolution of the prgject the emérging de-
sign for the support system was taken to external groups for review.
Three sych reviews were held by the Inter-Agency ‘Council, two by the
superiptendents of education service districts and' two by the deans and
directors of teacher education in both public and'private institutions
of higher eéducation in Oreqoh.' :

Three additional reviews were obtained of the'proposed support
systeni in the form of feasibility tests. Three regional consortia, each
involving two or more local districts, one or more educagionﬁseriice
districts and one or more institutiont of higher education prepared
staff development/program improvement plans around identified program
improvement needs. After developing their respective plans, and assign-
ing role responsibilities and cost pFojections for their implementation,
each- member of the three consortium groups made an independent judgment
as.to the feasibility of carrying out their work plans as structured.
These judgments were summarized and reported to State Department and
4-State project personnel. The feasibility tests; and the conclusions
drawn from them, are described in greater detail in subsequent pages.

AJ

-

Organization 0f The Report

f .

The report is organized .in a manner to show how the 4-State Project
built on the work of the profession-wide study group as well as the caon-
tributions that the project has made in its own righbt. Accardingly the
first section of the report summarizies the major accomplishments of the
study group. This is followed by three sections that spell out the con-
tributions of the 4-State Project, giving special attention to the de-
sign that emerged from the project for the support of local districts

<0 T
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in their staff development/school improvement efforts. The report

closes with a listing of steps that need to be taken in moving to
™ implement the proposed support system. *

b o | | N

. WORK PRECEDING THE PROJECT: tue
PROFESSION-WIDE STUDY GROUP FOR THE CONTINUED
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF, SCHOOL PERSONNEL

. ' \
Oregon has'heqp worklnq toward. the design of a sthff development/

school improvement ‘support system for several years. Work started
three years ago with a study of inservice’ ‘edpcation by the deans and
dnrectors of teacher education programs within the state. As this study
progressed it broadened to a profession-wide study group, and its focus
expanded to include ghe continued professional development (CPD) of
school personnel throuqhout their professional lives. The work of the
study group as a whole is reported in the three volumes cited previously
(see p 1). The major contrib*ions from the work of the study group,
from the point of view of the 4- State Project, ‘are descrlbed brlefly in
the paraqraphs that follow. ‘

\

A Data Base
A

From the outset the profession-wide study group had three aims.
The first was (o become familiar with the statutes, rules and policies
that govern theé continued professional.development of school personnel
in Oregon. The second was to become familiar with the programs, pro-
cedures, resources and needs that exist in the state with respect to
this relatlvely neglected aspect of education. The third, in light of
. this information, was to design a system of support that would help
schools in Oregon meet the staff develvpment needs they face as they
implement the new Standards, Public Law 94-142, and varlous other pro-
grams of their own or someone else's choosing.

More than a year was spent in collecting data related to ‘these
aims. Information was collected abqut policies (statutes and adminis-
trative rules) currently governung the continued professional develop-
ment of school personnel in Oregon, reSponsibnlItnes that have been
assigned to various institutions and agencies within the state for the
regulation and support of professional development activities, and how
these activities tend to be financed. Information also was collected
on professional development activities pursued by teachers and school
administrators, who provided these activities, and their perceived value
or worth. Finally, information was collectéd on monies actually being
spent in the state for continued professional development activities
engaged in by school personnely

LY

Three major investigations were undertaken by the study group to

obtgin this information. These included (1) a survey of 450 teachers
nd.-250 education specialists randomly selected within seventeen school

districts in the state; (2).a survey of 250 principals and vice prin-

cipals randonly selected from all school districts in the state; and

, ¢ 21 ‘
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(3). an intensive, on-site study of* the polici&p procedures practices
and financia) arrangements surrounding continued professional develop-
ment activities within the. seventeen school districts from which the
Neachers and education specialists were selected. The seventeen dis-
tricts studied varied systematical{y as to slze and geoqraphié'L0cation.
RN

In addition information was collected from a number of lnstltutlonQ

-ang agencnes on monies currently being spent in support of the continued

.professional development of school personnel, including institutions of

higher educatlon the Division of Continuing Education, the State Depart-
ment of Educatuon Iintermedidte Education Districts, and selected profes-
sional associations. A pilot study involving on—snte surveys with .
teachers, education 5pecsal|sts and adm;nastratore\frOm the seventeen
dlstrlcts studied also was carried out.

An.overview of procedures fol lowed in these various studies, and-

a summary of findings from them, are provided in the second document
Clied on p 1.

.

Definitions

Although a wide array of activities support the continued profes-
sional development of school personnel, educators do not appear to have
an agreed-to .terminology for discussing such activities. After careful
cons'deratlon a language was adopted by the 5tudy group that involves

: { ive essential terms: Professional Development, Initial Professional

elopment, Continued Professional Djwelopment Inservice Studies, and
Advanced Studies These are defined briefly in the paragraphs that
follow. Co :

PROFESSTONAL DEVELOPMENT: The qradual and continuing process of
accumulating the knowledqe skill and sensitivity needed to func-
tion effectively in specified roles in particular school settings,
commencing with entry to an approved teacher preparation. program
and terminating with retirement. The two major phases of pro-
-fessional development involve growth that occurs prlor to assum-
ing a formal teaching, specialist or administrative position and
growth that occurs after assuming such a position.

INITIAL PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: The acquisition of the kn0wledge

skill and sensitlvity needed to perform effectively upon entry

to a particular teachlng, specialist or administrative role with-

in the schaols. Generally speaking programs leading to an initial

level of professional development are offered by institutions of

N higher education and involve a core of work in the liberal arts
and sciences, basic studies in the disciplines, basic studies in
the profession, and supervised field experiences in schools.

CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT: The acquisition of new and ad-

vanced knowledge, skill and sensitivity that enhance performance
as a teacher, specialist or administrator subsequent to entry
into the professnon Conttinued professional development occurs
through both informal and formal learning experiences. Informal
learning experiences include réading, exchange with colleagues;
attendance at professional meetings, and on-the-job experience
generally. Formal learning experiences are usudlly of two kinds:
inservice studies and advanced studies. 22 '



INSERVICE STUDIES: Learning aE?ivItles pursued by tdachers, spe-
cialists and administrators that are designed-to enhance Jjob
performance within a particular school setting. Generally speak-
ing inservice studies are Yesigned to satisfy specific staff de- °
velopment needs withinea district or a state, and usually are

j T sponsored by a local district, a state agency. or a professional
association. Some inservice activities may be accepted by Iin~
~atitutions of higher education for advanged certification or _
advanced degrees. Some districts slso provide their own system
of '"'‘credits' for inservice studies.
ADVANCED STUDIES: Léarning éﬁctivitios pursued by teachers, spe-
cialists and administrators;that update and expand the know-
ledge, skill and sensitivity hey bring to a school and com-
munity as a professional edudator. Generally speaking advanced
studies are designed o keep 'teachers and administrators abreast
of current developments i their related fields of study, and
enhance the conceptual and’ thebretical base from which they oper-
ate. Programs of advanced study usually are offered by institu- ,
tions of higher education, and lusually lead to an advanced cert |- Zx
ficate or an advanced degree. ‘

The relationships among these various iitems are illustrated in Figure 1.
Related terms, and the literature in which they appear, are reviewed in \
the third document cited on page |I. /

CONTINUUM OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

~POINT OF
INITIAL ENTRY CONTINUING :
PROFESS 1 ONAL TO THE PROFESS I ONAL . RETIREMENT
DEVELOPMENT PROFESSION DEVELOPMENT

® 00 00 0 o0 o .

1

] -
General ; Job experlence; exchange with colleaques
studies !
1
i - .
Basic\\ Basic : Reading; attendance at professional meetings
studies Studies '
in the in the : « .
disciplines profession : Ny INSERVICE STUDIES
I e
§ ‘.-/
Supervised Vo .
field experienceg X ADVANCED STUDIES

3

o

A - o
Figure |. A framework for thinking about the continued
professional development of school personnel
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Tenh basic. premises were agreed to by the study group. These, .in
~combination with the goals that follow, provided the basis for the
policy and procedural recommendat ions that were made by the study group.,

1. To continue practicing in the profession, certifhcated personnel .
should be able to demonstrate their ability to perform tha functions ex-
pected of them, including the ability to achfeve desired learning gut-
comes with students, and to show they have kept up with recognlzedpde~
velopments in their field of specialty.

‘ 2. Professional development should be an individualized, continuous,
) and systematic process whereby all education-personnel obtain profes-
sional tralnlnq

$ 3. Individual orofessaonal development plans should be jointly
* developed and approved by the district and by the professnonal involved.

b Professional development activities should be responsive to in-
dividual and district needs, as well as to state goals and priorities.

5. Teachers should be represented in planning and implementing
professional development activities. 4 '

6. Professional development programs should be linked to identi-
fied needs of students.

/. A comprehensive professnonal development program should utlllze
colleges, education service districts, local districts, professional
organizations, experienced teachers, administrators, and other appro-
priate groups in plannlng and carrylng out the - program

8. The. financing of continued professuonal development actlvltles
should reflect the prindiple of ”costs assumed according to interests
rved:.''
o 9. To implement effective continuing professional development pro-
grams for school personnel throughout the state some means must be found
to identify and make available to sch8ols the full range of resources
that can be drawn upon for thIS purpose.

t
L4

10. To: manntaln\gffectlve professnonal development programs for
school personnel some means must be found to permit a continuing dia-
logue among school personnel’, teacher educators and citizens of the
state about the continued professidnal development needs of schdol per-

sonnel, and how best to be responsive to these needs. .
' L . A

-
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development of school personnel throughout the ;state. 3
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. Goals : X . : _ .‘ "

Six long-term goals were established by the study group. While
these were goels that could not be achieved by the study group-alone,
they served as gdides in forming study ‘erbup recommendations. They
also sérve as standards ggainst which to measure the effectiveness of
actions taken in response u){kw recommendat fons. :

GOAL 1.' Personnel in schools throughout Oregoh who are current in
their fields and successful in the performance of their jobs. )

' GOAL 2. Local dlstricts throughput the state that are organized
and funded to support staff development programs. '

‘ . .

GWOAL 3. Education service districts and institutions of higher
education throughout the state that are organized and funéed.to support
local districts in their staff development efﬂbrts.

... GOAL 4. The State Department of Education organized and funded to
hel&\local districts design and impleﬁght”gtaff development programs,
and to help education service districts and institutions of higher ed-
ucation coordinate their.efforts to support schools in this process.

GOAL 5. Institutions of higher educat.jon offering progra%s of ad-
vanced study in the profession and related disciplines that are of high
quality, 'are in keeping with, advanced certification requirements set
For school personnel in the state, and are adapted to fit the profes-

sional strengths, weaknesses and experience of the individuals involved.

GOAL 6. A mechanism to insure continuing dialogue among school
personnel , teacher educators and citizens of the state about the con-
tinued professional development needs of school personnel, and the pro-
grams required to be responsive to these needs.

[ -

Policy Recommendations .

Six policy recommendations were made by the study group. Three
of these dealt with inservice studies, and one with advanced studies.
Two were general in nature. Nope of the recommendations called for
changes in statutes or admimistrative rules that now exist with respect
to education .in Or’goq. 8 : A
In combination these six recommendations were intended to lay a
foundation for a cost-effectijve approach to the continued professional

|

1
POLICY RECOMMENDATION #1: Encourage each local district to e%tab-
lish and operate, in con3ult§t70n with its personnel, a.staff deve op-
ment program that is responsive to student, staff, district and stﬂte
needs. . _ &
POLICY RECOMMENDATION #2: Identify, catalogue, and cause to Q
developed when lacking, the instructional resources and expertise needed
by districts to plan &nd operate staff development programs, organi*e

25 R
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these resources to make them available td d¥stricts, and inform dis- "
tricts abatt how they can galin access to them. - v

- -

POLICY RECOMMENDATION #3: ©btain the Information needed’ to desiqn

effeclive and cost-efficlient local staff Hevelopment programs, and a v

statewide system of ‘support for these progcams.
: _ ) & L
POLICY RECOMMENDATION #4:' Improve the quality and mcregse the
flexibility of programs leading to the STANDARD TEhCHING.CertIficafc,
SPECIALIST Certificates and ADMINISTRATIVE Certificates for school per-

nnel .
sonne R Py

PoLICY RECOHMENDAT[ON-#Q: Develdp guidelfnes for* funding profes-.
sional development activities for school personnel that reflect the
principle of costs assumed according to Interests3served.

POLITY RECOMMENDATION #6: EstablisR the present profession-wlide
d,study' group as an AD?.IOC INTER~AGENCY COUNCIL_ FOR THE CONTINUED PROFES-
STONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL that will (a) continue as a forum -
for the discussion of matters pertaining to the professional development
of school personnél in Oregon; (b) advise the Oregon Board of Education,
the Oregon Bodrd of Higher Education, the Teacher Standards and Prac-
tices Commisgion, the Oregon Educational CoOrdinatlng Commission and the
independent colleges and universities that prepare teachers in matters
pertaining to the continued professional development of school person-
nel; and (c) help coordinate the efforts of the.institutions and agengies
that share responsibility for the quality of schools and school person-
nel within the state. The COUNCHL, so long as it exists, will submit
biennially to each constituent group a summary of its gdtfwities and
the progress that is.being made in implementing the above recommenda-
ttons.

Policy Acceptance

With the exception of the Oregon Federation of -Teachers all insti-
tutions, agencies and professional associations represented on the pro-
fession-wide study group have formally adopted the recommendat ions made
by the study group.* Except for several acceptance letters that were
'conditional,' or that were accompanied by recgommendations for change
in the wording of either . a policy or procedural recommenddtion, all
approved - the policy recommendations in principle and supported the crea-.

tion of an Inter-Agency Council for the Continued Professional Develop-
ment of School Personnel. ‘ '

. Formal approval on the part of OFT has been delayed because of leader-

ship change and administrative delay, Thé OFY representative to the
study group played an exceptionally active and constructive role in
the work of the group. It is our understanding that as a professional
organization OFT supports the policy recommendations of the group.

26 o
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Formation of the fnter-Agency Council

The concluding recommendation of the study group was to establish }

a council that would carry forward the work initiated informally through
the s¥udy group (see Recommendation #6, p 8). The proposed Council has
now been established, and operating procedures developed. Ffour addi-
tional teacher representatives, and one representative of administrators
responsible for personnel development within local districts, have been

- added to the Council. Expenses involved in Council participation by
these ''non-aligned' members are being assumed by the Teacher Standards
and Practices Commission. The operating procedures adopted by the
Council at its May 15 meeting are attached as Exhibit B.

THE 4-STATE PROJECT: EXTENDING THE FMPIRICAL *
WORK OF THE PROFESSION-WIDE STUDY GROUP

In undertaking its work the study group held the view that a strong
data base was needed to guide its deliberations (see pp 3 and 4 for a
~ descrfption of the information collected). The largest of the data
sets collected by the study group, however, was analyzed only cursorily.
This was™information collected from teachers, specialists and principals
on the nature of the professional development activities in which t hey
had engaged during the 1976-77 calendar year, who paid for the activi-
ties, the value gained through the activities, etc. Funds from the
b-State Project were used to extend the analysis of this information,
focusing particularly upon the perceived value of CPD activities when
ordered according to provider and reason putrsued.

A second line of empirical work also was undertaken:through the
‘b-State Project. In keeping with the design requirements for strong
evaluative data in the PROTOTYPE FOR STATEWIDE PLANNING developed through
the project the State Department joined with a regional education’ coop-
erative to collect baseline data in a sample of schools for use in years

A . ahead to determine the effects of implementing the proposed staff de-
velopment/school improvement support system. -Data were collected in
thirteen districts in the mid-Willamette Valley area. These thirteen
distFies represented in size and organizational structure most djs-
triets in the state. Data were collected on the attitudes of ﬁgyrth,
seventh and eleventh grade students toward specific subject areas, as
well as school generally, and the perceptions ef these students about
their school as a place to learn. Data were coll!‘ted from teachers,
specialists and principals, at all grade levels, on their perception of
their school as a place to work, their involvement in decisions affect-
ing school programs, and theiropinions about school practices reflected
in the new model of schooling being implemented in Oregon. Data also
were obtained from schoal personnel on the perceived impact of Public
Law 34-142, the preggnt organizational structure of their schools, in-
structional progr&Méf etc. -

Funds from the 4-State Project were used to ass:ist in the analysis
of these data. The data collected during the .1978-79 school year are
viewed as the first round of data to be collected over a five year

- | ' z?;y ~
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period of time, a period of sufficient duration to permit the impact of
the proposed support system to be assessed when implemented.

y _

Reports from both of the analyses carried out with project funds
are available upon request. h

o

e THE.Q-STATE PROJECT: EXTENDING THE CONCEPTUAL
WORK OF THE PROFESSION-WIDE STUDY GROUP

¢

One of. the major contributions of the study group was the concep-
tual clarification it brought to the field.. .The concepts -and.definitions e
that evolved through the work of the group (see pp 4 and §) were slow In
coming, but once gained permitted a’level of understanding and discourse
that was not possible without them.

The focus. of the h-State Project on staff development to enhance
student learning, and the requirement that a statewide support system
for staff development be designed, caused the concepts and definitions
developed by the study group to be reassessed. By-and-large they held
up well, but as the project progressed it was found to be advantageous
to split the concept of INSERVICE STUDIES into two separate though
related parts. One part focused.on staff development activities of
the kind that tend to be initiated\by local districts with a view to-
school improvement. The other focused on the more subtle, pervasive and
diffuse aspects of '"inservice' experience that contribute to professional
development, for example, the understanding gained through exper ience,
exchange with colleaqgues and quidance offered through professional assoc-

- iations. For purposes of the h-State Project these sub-divisions of

INSERVICE have been labeled STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT and
COLLEAGUE EXCHANGE/PROFESSIONALIZATION.

By combining these distinctions with the study group's language of
ADVANCED STUDIES three essentially separate though interdependent CPD
support systems can be seen to exist, each having to a large extent its
own governance structure, management procedures and funding sources.
These are S

e The STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT support system;
e The ADVANCED STUDY/CERTIFICATION support system; and

e The COLLEAGUE EXCHANGE/PROFESS1ONALIZATION suppont system.
' : /

The interdependence of the three systems, and the relationship of the

Inter-Agency Council to them, is shown schematicallr in Figure 2.

_ Before deseribing tHe three support systems, a word about their

‘interdependence. Even though each system serves relatively distinct

purposes, and has its own governance, management and funding structures,
the lines between them are permeable. Some staff development activitied
may obviously qualify as ''advanced study;' some advanced studies clearly
serve ''staff development/school improvement' purposes; and exchange with
col leagues tends to be involved In both, and to support both after formal
learning experiences are completed. '

A}

\
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In many respects this interdependence is good, and needs to be
fostered. There is danger, however, in pushing it too far. Each of the
three support systems serve different purposes, and for-optimal develop-
ment as professionals school personnel need ready access to all three.

A well ‘rounded CPD program for teachers and other school personnel must
address the theoretical underpinnings of instruction, must.deal with the
application of theory to local practice, and must provide opportunities
for sharing knowledge and experience with colleagues. To stress too
heavily the interdependence of the proposed support systems risks losing
the distinctiveness of their purpose. This in turn carries the risk
that critically needed avenues of support for the continued professional

.development of school personnel will be lost through oversiqht or over-
- emphasis. : :

The Staff Development/School Improvement Support System

This is the proposed support system that Is to serve most directly
the-improvement of schools through staff development. In this sense it
is the support system that addresses most directly the requirements of
the 4-State Project, that is, the '". . . improvement of student learning
through staff development.'' 1t also is the support system that is most

tresponsible for providing the kind of assistance to school personnel en-

vksioned by th® study group in their definition of inservice studies,

that is, "l 2ing activities pursued by teachers, specialists and admin-
istrators that are designed to enhdnce job performance wuthnn a particular
school setting.'

As viewed by those responsible for the 4-State Project the ope;Btion
of an effective staff development/school Improvement support system is
fundamentally the obligation of local districts, education service dis-
tricts and the State Department of Education. Contributions may be made
to school improvement through advanced study and certification requirements,
or ‘through colleague exchange and the development of school personnel as
professionals generally -- as indicated in Figure 2 -- but the obligation
for the improvement of school programs through staff development rests
primarily with thgse institutions and agencies that carry statutory respon-
sibility for effective school programs.

. 1 -

The proposal to establish a well-defined staff development/school™

improvement support system has two important implications. One is econ-

omic; the other political. From an economic point of view new funds, at
least in the near future, will not likely be forthcoming to operate the
proposed support system. In time some state«support for schools might be

earmarked for this purpose, but until that' time the best option for new
resources, as pointed out by the profession-wide study group, is better
utilization of existing resources.

Given this point of view, and the sizable resource base currently
available in Oregon for the continued professional development of school
personnel, it is proposed that the Staff Development/School Improvement
Support System be ‘funded at the outset through the pooling of resources -
by and the articulation of programs across local districts, education
service districts and the State Department of Educatlon. Specific. arrange-
ment In this regard will depend on local circumstance, and wi'll require
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time to work out, but recently passed legislation (HB 2393) calls for
precisely this kind of resource pooling/coordination In providing ser-
vices to schools for the education of the handicapped. More Is sald
- about funding later in the report. \ ‘
On the political side the governance of the proposed support system
probably will rest with school administrators and local boards. Glven ¢
the times and the politics that have emerged nationally with respect to
the continued professional development of school personnel teachers un-
doubtedly will have a voice in its goverpance, but-so long as the, focus
of the system is primarily on the Improvement of schooling the institutions
and agencies that have statutory responsibility for operating school pro-
grams probably will control -its governance:--By contrast—the governance of —
the proposed Colleague Exchange/Professionalization Support System is ex-
pected to follow more nearly after ,the model now being tested in the .#%
national teacher center program.

One additional observation about the proposed Staff Development/
School Improvement Support System. As the concept of job related staff .
development was discussed In the 4-State Project: it became increasingly
clear that the issue of staff development and school Improvement were
inseparably intertwined. The improvement of school programs almost by
definition requires staff development, for it is the manner in which pro-
grams are jmplemented by staff that determine their gffectlveness. In
the reverse, if staff development is to improve the quality of schooling
it cannot be independent of the instructional or support programs which
basically define the opportunities provided by schools for students to
learn. While it is true that the learning of students may be enhanced
to some degree by the professional development of school personnel inde-
pendent of school programs, for example,.by teachers mastering a new body
of literature or a new set of teaching skills, students are influenced most
directly by the instructional programs operated by a school and these can
be improved only through staff who are responsible for their implementation.

5 _
The Advanced Study/Certiflcation Support System

-

This proposed support system corresponds to graduate studies that
lead either to an advanced degree or an advanced certificate. In this
respect it is an already established system, and reflects to a large
extent a state's view of the level and kind of educat ion desired for
teachers and administrators of schools.

Historically advanced studies have been viewed as a major- avenue to
school improvement. Work at the ‘graduate level, following undergraduate
preparation and teaching experience, provides an opportunity for school
personnel to keep abreast of latest developments in their fields and meet
needs identified through practice. Within the past decade, however, the
presumed relationship between advanced study and school improvement has
been called into question for it is now clear that advanced study on the
part of ‘teachers and administrators does not necessarily lead to improved
learning on the part of students.
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As this awareness has emerged there has been an accompanying demand
for ""job-relevant" *nservice and a' growing criticism of graduate programs.
Criticism ranges from course work being out-of-date or unrelated to the
issues faced in today's schools, to the content of classes being a repe-
tition of work.taken as an undergraduate. Calls for change range from a
total restructuring of graduate study, for example the substitution of
internships for courses taken over a period of years, to having advanced
study programs operated by local districts. It is argued that inservice
“programs offered by local districts can and do address thecretical as
well as practical concerns, and may be just as valuable to a teacher's
overall professional development as an advanced study program., It is
argued further that where such programs are oi'cred by local districts,
or offered jointly by a school district and an institution of higher ed-
ucation, they should be approved for certification purposes.

It is the view of those who have begn most closely involved with the
h-State Project that distinguishing between ADVANCED STUDY/CERTIFICAT|ON
and STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEMS provides a con-
ceptual and organizational framework for removing the cause of much of the
criticism that has been leveled at advanced study programs in recent years.
It does so in two ways. First, the distinction provides a structure within
which to sort kinds and levels of educational experiences that tend to be .
jumbled together in most graduate education programs. Second, it provides
a structure aqgainst which to clarify the most effective locations for en-
gaging in graduate education experiences.

As graduate programs are now structured they reflect a state's or an
institution's attempt to find a workable balance between the compet ing
dimensions of advanced study. In education, as in any field, these are
essentially three: (a) research vs practice: (b) theory vs application;
and (c) the general vs the specific case. In education these also must
be balanced between content and method, and take place within the con-
straints of a given number of '"credit hours.'" Each state, and to some

extent_sach institution within each state, strikes this balance differently,

fn addition, each institution strikes the balance differently for its
various programs. in all cases, howaver, programs are fashibned that
represent acknowledged trade-offs betweeh these competing dihensions of
advanced study -- with the hope that each program as fashioned will provide
the balance that is needed for the various categories of education er-
sonnel it serves. - '

\

And here lies a major source of the criticism now being leveled at
graduate education programs, Despite the best of efforts to find a func-
tional balance between the competing dimensions of advanced study for the
categories of education personnel served, especially at the advanced cert|-
fication or master's degree level, the present set of trade-offs that have

to be made almost assures that no one who is served will be fully satisfied.

Those who wan{ solid work in theory or research, or who want to be brought
fully abreast™of the latest work in a discipline or the latest practices
that have evolved, are hard pressed to establish a course of study that
meets these decisions. Those who want help in solving specific classroom
or- administrative problems, or who want training in specific curricula or
instructional methods, also are hard pressed in most graduate programs to
find satisfaction. What typically is encountered is an amalgam of. all
these things, with ljttle opportunity for depth in any one,
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Theré is a kind of catholic view about graduate programs in education
that press for them to be all.things to all people, and as a consequence

they rarely serve anyOFe well. ,
LA .

*

Recognizing the p%oposed ADVANCED STUDY/CERTIFICATION and STAFF
DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEMS as separate but comple-
mentary avenues (o the continued professional development of school per=_
sonnel provides way of overcoming some of the pervading weaknesses in

graduate education programs. If responsibility were assigned the Staff
Development/School Improvement Support System for providing the knowledge
and skill needed to effectively implement instructional and support pro-

grams within a local district, and to improve these programs when needed,

it would leave a better defsned and more manageable -set - of respons.ibilities.
to the Advanced Study/Certification Support System. Put in another way,

if the SD/St Support System carried primary responsibility for effective
job performance it would free advanced studies to deal more effectively
than they do now with both the reséarch and theoretical underpinnings to

effective job performance and their application to practice. |If this kind’
of differentiation of responsibility between the two support systems were
to occur, and educational programs were developed accordingly, both schools

and school personnel would be better served than they are now.

The matter of where CPD activities are offered prob@bly is less
important than what is offered, but the matter of location is a bone of
contention. Many teacheLé_and administrators resent the inconvenience
and greater cost of physically having to go to institutions of higher
education to take the courses they offer. This is doubly frustrating when
the courses taken are perceived as weak or irrelevant.

From the college and university side, however, at least from the point
view of the publically supported institutions of higher education in
there are no ing®ntives to offering instruction off-campus. Action
n by the 1978-79 legislative assemBly that authorized of f-campus
instructerfal programs (HB 2025), but the legislative Ways and Means Com-
mittee did not provide the funds authorized. The proposed distinctions
between the Advanced Study/Certification and the Staff Development/School
Improvement Support Systems, and the effective implementation of the latter --
with its heavy emphasis on local programs, job performance and staff devel-
opment/school improvement efforts taking place at local sites -- appear to
hold a greater promise for dealing with the issue of location than simply
making it economically feasible for institutions of higher education to
of fer coursework of f campus.

[t]

w

To be optimally effectlve CPD programs must help school personnel apply
research f|nd|ngs and tested theory to local situations. How and where this
is best done, and by whom, cannot be answered simply.. The requirements of
CPD programs must be analyzed from these various perspectives, and decisions
made in light of particular contexts. In some cases courses of fered by
institutions of higher education on campus may be the best solution. In
other cases courses offered-off-campus may be best. in still others programs
establ ished by regional educgiion urits or local districts may be most de-
sirable. The distinction that has been made between the Advanced Study/
Certification and the Staff Development/School Improvement Support Systems
is intended to clarify and extend these options.

e
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_ Apart from recognizing the close relationship between the propgsed
Advanced Study/Certiification and Staff Development/School Improvement
Support Systems, and reaffirming the study group's position as to the
importance of advanced study in the continued professional development
* of school personnel, no attention was directed to the design of this
-support system in the 4-State Project. This was due in part to the k4-
State Project having to .focus on the SD/St Support System, and in part to
'~ the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission adopting new standards for
advanced study programs in‘Oregon that incorporated the earlier recommen-
dations of the study \yroup. It is obvious;, however, that if the differ-
ventiation of responsibilities that has been proposed between these twoQ
. 8ystems_is_to_occur a great deal of attention_will_need to be given.to.. ___ . .
' the specifics of what this differentiation is and how the two systems are -
to work operationally.

M present costs for operating the proposed Advanced Study/Certifi-
cation Support System are shared by school districts (through assistance .
with travel.and tuition costs), the state (through subsidization of grad-
uvate programs), and the individual professionals involved (through payment
of travel and tuition costs and certification fees). ~

The Colleague Exchange/ProfeSSIOnalization Support System

®iscussion of this proposed support system first emerged in the

4-State Project, and is put forward as a desirable -- and perhaps necessary --
adjunct to the Staff Development/School Improvement Support System. As

. indicated previously this is the proposed support system that takes as its

' primary focus the needs and interests of teachers, specialists and admin-
istrators as individuals, 1in contrast to the needs or interests of a
school, a local district, a teacher training institution, or a state edu-
cation agency. It also is seen as the support system through which pro-
fessional associations contribute most directly to the continued professional
develgpment of school personnel, and where the concepts embedded in the
federal teacher center prOgrqm are most likely to emerge.

Because the focus of the 4-State Project was essentially on the improve-
ment of school programs through staff development, project resources were.
not directed to the elaboration of the Colleague Exchange/Professionalization
Support System. Some of the issues involved in establishing such a support
.system were addressed, but not fully discussed. An Inter-Agency Council
task force on funding considered some of the financial issues that would be
involved, but since so little had been done In spelling out the nature of
the proposed support system the task force was limited in the detail to
which it could carry its deliberations.

. 1}

Despite this limited progress the position of the advisory bodies to
the b-S;ate'Projqct has been that the concept of a Colleague Exchange/
Professional ization support system, as outlined, warrants further consid-
eration'-and that decisions about this support system should be made prior
to implementing the proposed Staff Development/Scheol Improvement Support
System. The two obviously are interactive, and the nature of their inter-
action needs to be understood before moving too far on one or the other.
An -important source of information in considering the nature and role of a
Col league Exchange/Professional ization support system, especially as [t

.
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Interacts with the other CPD support systems that have been outlined, '
will be evidence that is forthcoming on the impact of the teacher center
movement on students, schools and scbool personnel.

F o

The Inter-Agency Council for the Continued
Professional Development of School Personnel \

The inter-Agency Council, as conceived by the study. group and as
expressed in its statement of operating procedures (see Exhibit B), is
responsible for advising all institutions and agenfies in the state with
respect to these three.igpport systems for educat.fon personnel. OF con-
cern to the Council Fs.the-extent to which they -afe -complementary -and—in----———
combination provide the kind of_ support services /needed For school personnel
to continuously improve the quality of schooling’ provided to young people
in Oregon. The Council is funded through an annual assessment of one
hundred dollars per participating institution, agency or assoclation. With
the exception of the four teachers and one administrator who are ""at-large"
members of the Council, expenses incurred by Council members are assumed
by the organizations they represent. The four state agencies which parti-
cipate in the Council have agreed to rotate annually the responsibility -
of providing staff support to the Council.

Notes on a Parallel Support System for School Programs

- In keeping with the intent of the 4-State Project the suppord systems
described thus far take as their primary focus support for school personnel.
In the course of the project, however, it was recognized that this is only
one glement in the equation. To be effective a support system for school
personnel must be accompanied by a support system for the Improvement of
schooling generally. Technical assistance must be available to help schools
strengthen curriculum and instructional practices, management practices,
and support services. Keeping teachers and support system personnel abreast
of current developments in all of these areas, and fostering research and
deelopment where needed, are critical to the school (improvement process.
How these sugSort systems are to operate, where they should reside, and how
they should be funded are issues that went considerably beyond the scope of
the h-State Project, but it was recognized that they are issues that must
be dealt with if the proposed support system for school personnel is to be
optimally effective.. The perceived relationship between a support system
for school personnel ahd a support system for school improvement generally

#is illustrated schematically in Figure 3.
. ~

' THE L-STATE PROJECT: DESIGNING A STAFF
DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEM

(T\ Developing specifications for the Staff Development/School Improvement
" support system was the central task of the 4-State Project in Oregon.
Most of the resources available through the project were devoted to this
purpose. The external reviews essentially took this as their focys, and
it was the focus of the feasibility studles.. The design of the SD/SI
system |s how ready for rev!ew by the institutions and agencies that

o 3 ‘
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Staff Development
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Figure 3. A framework for viewing the interdependence of the
proposed support system for school personnel and a
parallel support system for school programs .

- .36

.
r—.--..-——.-————.————.#.——.—.—-—-..—



..'9_

figure most centrally in it (local districts, education service districts
rand the State Department of Education). A review and refinement process
involving these agencies Is scheduled for the summer and fall months,
Formal adoption of the proposed kupport system |s expected by a year from
this time.

The essential glements In the SD/SI system are outlined in the para-
graphs that follow. The system derives from, and is consistent with both
the poiicy recommendations of the profession -wide study group and the con-
ceptual clarifications that have emerged throuqh the work of the 4-State
Project. Further -refinements and elaborations undoubtedly will occur as
the proposed. system undergoes institutional review, but at least the broad

outline of the system as it now stands ls expected to remain intact. ;

The Missfon of the $SD/SI Support System

The mission or aim of the SD/SI support system is straightforward:
to make available to local districts the resources they need to carry out
the staff development/school ump#ovement efforts they deem to be essential.
Put in amather way the aim of the proposed system is to make it possible
for every school district in the state to do the best it can do, given
local resources, circumstances and what is known about the educational
process.

This mission statement is in keeping with the long established commit-
ment on the part of Oregonians to local control of their schools. It is
based on the assumption that local districts are in a better position than
anyone else to know what improvements are needed in schools, and what staff
development programs are needed to bring these improvements about. It also
carries the ‘recognition, however, that a district's access to the resources
needed to implement staff development/school Improvement efforts on a con-
tinuing basis is no guarantee that all of the educational outcomes the dis-
trict desires for children and youth will be attained. What it does assure
is a district's opportunity to continue to work toward outcomes that for
one reason or another have not been able to be attained and that are still
judged to be important,

In passing, it should be noted that this mission statement is consis-
tent with the authority given by Oregon statute to local districts, education
service districts and the State Department of Education. It also is consis-
tent with the State Board goals, which call for suppport to local districts
in improving instructional and support programs generally and in achieving
the eductional goals that have been adopted for .the state as a whole.

e~

/ Outcomes Expected from the SD/S1 Support System
) Two short-range, two mid-range and two long-range outcomes are expected
to follow from the mission statement. Ffach set of outcomes constitutes in
effect an enabling set of conditians for the next. 1In combination all six
outcomes constitute a chain of conditions, each one an enabler of the next.
The outcomes, and suggested target dates for their reallzation, are |listed
below.
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SHORT -RANGE OUTCOMES

. A resource/service delivery structure establ ished throughout
the state on a regional basis, centering on one or more education service
districts, that facilitates access by local districts to (a) the full
range of educational resources within its region, (b) a common core of
resources made available through the State Department to regional centers,
and (c) negotiated resources from other regions. [Suggested target date:
December 1980]

2. The resources available to districts.regionally and within the
-state as a whole catalogued, described and organized in such a way as to
make them available to districts through the regional resource/service
delivery network. [Suggested target date: December 1981}

M1D-RANGE OUTCOMES

1. All segments of the education community informed about the
regional resource/service delivery structure for schools, their respective
roles in it, and how it may be used. [Suggested target date: June 1982]

2. _School personnel fully using the resource/serv1ce del ivery system,
and through its use achieving the immediate objectives of locally designed
staff development/school improvement efforts, for example, faculty willing
to implement a desired program change and having the skills to do so:
[Suggested target date: June 1983] /

LONG-RANGE OUTCOMES
'y

1. The staff development and program improvement requirements con-
tained in the November 1978 draft of the Minimum Standards for Elementary
and Secondary schools in Oregon effectlvely implemented in all districts
within the state. [Suggested target date: June 1985]

2. Discernable and acceptable progress in achieving the 3ducational,
outcomes desired for children and youth In each local district, and In fthe
state as a whole. [Suggested target date: June 1985]

Issues of faculty and administrator morale, support from patrons and con-
structive attitudes on the part of students toward school may be viewed by
some as appropriate outcomes for the proposed support system, but these
essentially are outcomes specific to local districts. The six outcomes
Iisted are statewide in nature, and thus appropriate for a statewide system
of support.

o Performance Requirements
If the support system is to accomplish what is intended it must meet

some demanding performance requlrementi I'n a somewhat idealized sense

o
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five performance requirements have been ldentified. The support{ system

should: S

|. Be' responsive to the needs of local districts, as defined
either in terms of the identifled needs of students or
school personnel, and at the same time responsive to the
implications of policy decisions at the local, regional,
state or national level. *

2. Be supported by all institutions, agencies and assoclations

concerned with the quality of schooling and school personnel
in Oregon.

3. Operafe through the joint participation and contribution of
affected institutions, agencies and associations.

L. Make full and efficient use of all resources avgilable to
schools in Oregon.

5. Be contlnuously adaptive on the basis of cost and benefit
information. _f\\

While these performance requirements may never be fully realized they have

~and will continue to guide the design of the proposed system.

s

Functions to be Performed
. ]

In general terms the functions to be performed by the SD/S!| Support
System are those required to achieve long-range outcome #1, as a means to
long-range outcome #2. To achieve thesé outcomes requires that resources

-needed by local districts to carry out the kind of program assessment/

improvement and staff development efforts called for in the Minimum Stand-
ards are available upon request,~and are used to good purpose. To the
extent that this is done, and these outcomés are realized, the SD/St
Support System will be judged successful. ‘

In more specific terms the functions to be performed by the SD/SI
Support System are defined in terms of the program assessment/improvement
and staff development functions .called for in the Minimum Standards.

There are five such functions: _
I. Periodically assess each instructional program for its
effectiveness in terms of cost, student achievements,
and related human factors; ’

2. On the basis of this assessment identify program improve-

ment needs and establish program improveément p(iorities;
]

3. ldentify alternative solutions for program improvement,
select the improvement strategy that appears to be most
promising and cost efficient, and design the kind of
staff development program needed for its implementation;
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h. Provide the resources a district needs, includipg exper-
tise, to design and carry out the program lmpydcemcnt/,
staff development strateqy selected; and

5. tEvaluate the "improved' program to determine whether the
improvement effort has led to the outcome(s) desired.

These five interdependent, cyclical steps are shown in Figure 4 in heavy
lines. Figure b as a whole represents an effort to convey in outline form
the goal-based model of schooling called for in the Minimum Standards.

Three observations négd to be made with respect to the performance
of these functions by the SD/S| Support System. First, they need to be
performed ‘at each level of system operation, that is, at the local,’
regional and state levels. Moreover, they need to be performed in a ,
manner that is interdctive and coordinated across levels for it is this
coordination that will enable the prgposed system to function effectively
and efficiently. The organizational structure suggested for the SD/S|
Support System in the'hext section of the report reflects this point of
view.

Second, the specific form and substance of these functions will vary
with each jmprovement effort. Each district will approach the staff
developmefit/school improvement process differently,.and each will have
a different set of issues to face in each improvement effort. Even so
each district in each improvement effort must still perform in one way
or another the various functions called for in the Minimum Standards, and
it is this commonality that gives the SD/SI Support System purpose and
utility.

\

~

Third, a distinction needs to be made between the staff development

plan required of districts through the Minimum Standards, the staff
development plans now required of districts for individual teachers and .
administrators as a consequence of leqgislative approval of SB 354, the
relationship between the two, and the gelation of both to program improve-
ment efforts. All obviously are related but precisely how is still

unclear. A staff development program designed by a district will undoubtedly
reflect the staff development needs that accompany its program improvement
efforts, but it is likely also to reflect the needs of individual staff

that emerge from the evaluation and improvement plans called for in SB 354..
Precisely how these will come together, and how much responsibility will

be assumed by local districts for either or both, remdins to be seen.

Both requirements are new, and both are yet to be implemented. As imple-
mentation proceeds, however, the impact of these interactions on the design
of the SD/S!| Support System -- and on the design of both of the other pro-
~posed CPD support systems -r will need to be studied closely.

Organizing Structure

Currently the support provided to local districts in Oregon as they
engage in staff development/school improvement efforts is fragmentary.
Some is provided through Institutions of higher education in the form of
advanced studies; some through the State Department of Education; some
through education service districts; some through professional associa- -
‘tions; and some through the private sector. Local districts themselves
are probably the largest provider of support for staff development/school

ERIC : . . :
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Figure 4. An outline of the major functions to be performed by local districts

in the goal-based model of schooling called for in the Minimum
Standards for EIementary/Secondary Schools In Oregon.
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(::)ﬁ "cont inuous progress' apbroach to Instruction s io be reflected in all

lnstrucslgggl programs, but especially in the deVelopment of basic skills:
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impravement activities, especially districts that are moderate in size
or larger. Generally speaking there“iS‘}lttle or no coordination among
institutions and agencies as they delivery support services to schools,
and rarely do any of the support agencies provide pregrams that are in
direct response to ident|fied program improvement needs on the part of
schools.. Tﬁp present sdpport system far staff development/schoot %mprove-r

Y

ment in Oregon is depicted in Figure 5. e

The proposed SD/SH ;Lﬁport system is designed to overcome these \\\
limitations in two ways. First, additional structures are proposed that
draw collectively on the resources available to schools in the state,
and provide easy access on the part of schools to these resources.

- Second, it provides for a degree of closer-coordination between the
schools, the education service districts and the State Department of
‘tducation. As indicated previously these are the major participapts in
the proposed SD/SI| support system, and at present there is little arti-
culation among them, i '

What is being proposed is a 'loosely coupled' support system that
makes optimum use of the limited resources available to any one of the
three participants by itself. By pooling the limited resourtes that
.are available, by coordinating their use, and by developing structures
that permit schools to gain access to them, it is believed that schools
will be far better served by zsupport agencies than now.is the case.

The proposed structure for t{@ SD/SI Support System is shown schematically
in Figure 6. The proposed's'rport system for schools and school personnel
as a whole, including the Advanced Study/Certification and: Col league
Exchange/Professiopal ization Support Systems, -is depicted in Figure 7.

P

Roles and Responsibilities

To gain as much clarity as possible on the specifics of the proposed
support system an effort has been made to spell out the roles and respon-
sibilities of participating institutions. These have been reviewed by the
Steering Comnittee to the project and by the Inter-Agency Council on two
occasions, and by a task force of the education service district superin-
tendents. Considerable work remains to be done before these will be in
a form acceptable to everyone concerned, but as a means of conveying
additional information on how the pr0posed support system is to operate
they have been attached in their present form as Exhibit C. These need
to be studied carefully for they begin to spell out the specifics of who
does what for whom.

. Funding Options

As-discussed earlier {see the last paragraph, page 12) the approach
recommended to funding the Staff Development/School Improvement Support
System for the Immediate future is one of pooling and coordinating exist-
ing resources. It is anticipated that this will occur primarily at the
local level, and between local districts, educat ion service districts and
the State Department of Education. Both formal and informal ofganizational

. {2
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ffgure 5. Elements In Oregon's support system for schools and school
personneL as of July 1, 1978
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STUDENT LEARNING
{MPROVED

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS
IMPROVED

LOCAL SUPPORT- SYSTEMS
FOR STEAFF/PROGRAMS
A A A
! ESD I SDE ESD
I Schoo! | _ ® Programs : Support
| tmprovement | ’ e Center for Programs :
)«
: Centers : Erog;?m g ’ Cont racted .
| | oordination Services
4 A A
//— Network I
7 . S
. <. of _ >
N School Improvement Centers /" -
. Y
Standards for Elementary and Secondary Schools
Standards for Education Service Districts
Certification Requirements for School Personnel
*State Plan for Education Personnel Development (Title V, ESEA Amendment )
A | | A
) /""'———.'"_"-""'“"_"“"‘""\
Inter-Agency Council Vs Advisory Committee to the N
For The Continued Professional ’ /\Superintcndent'of'Publlc Instruction )
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e s arem e am cmie et e ey W aEm W aat meew s ep
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Higher ‘ of
Education Teacher Standayds and Practices Commlssion Educat ion

Figure 6. Elements:in the proposed staff development/school improvement
support system (elements enclosed in solid lines presently extst)
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arrangements are anticipated, but formally organized regional consortia
(see pages 22 through 27) will be encouraged. Education service districts
are seédn as being central to the operation of reglional consortia, though
they are to be joined by post-secondary institutions and educational R § D
agencies wherever feasible. The State Department of Education s to play a
facilltating role {n all this by adopting supporting palicies, fosterlnq
the development of demonstration programs and uslnq financial incentlves
where appropriate.

Three independent tests of the feasibility of regional consortia ser-
ving in a support capacity to local districts ware undertaken during the
course of the 4-State project, and in each case they appeared to be workable
(see the next section of the report for a description of the feasibility

L studies). : : : - -

There obviously are limitations to resource sharing and coordination
as a means of implemeting the proposed SD/S! support system. The resources
available to an institution or agency for sharing are limited, and no matter
how well utilized these few resources can be stretched only so far. To
assume otherwise would be unrealistic, and to some extent irresponsible from
the povnt of view of long range planning. As a consequence, the Inter-Agency
Council established a task force to study the question of funding, and to
~provide to the Council a listing of funding options. The task force was
guided in its work by the general principle of ""Costs Assumed According to
Interests Served,' a principle agreed to earlier by the professjon—wide study
group, but was not bound to it. The task force completed its work during
the course of the 4-State Project, and reported its findings to the Councll.
A copy of the report is attached as Exhibit D.

On the basis of the work done thus far it is the view of those who
have been most closely associated with the 4-State Project, inclyding members
of the Inter-Agency Council and the Task Force on Funding, that 'urther
clarification about the matter of funding will have to wait until further
experience is gained with the proposed SD/S! support system. All experience
to date suggests that the strategy of resource sharing and coordination will
work, at least to a point. Time is needed, however, to see what specific
funding arrangements can be made, and how successful they will be. What Is
clear is that new funds to support CPD programs are not likely to be avail-
able in Oregon,. ia the near future. With the considerable resources now
allocated to CPB activities by local and regional education units, and by
the leqgislature in support of graduate programs offered by institutions of
higher education -- coupled with the historic reluctance of the legislature
to earmark state appropriatjons to local districts for specific purposes and
the generally conservative attitude of both the legislature and local tax pay-
ers toward new programs and appropriations -- new or addltional resources -for -, .
CPD programé will come only after there is solid evidence that available
resources are inadequate to _do what needs to be done.

Granting that the issue 3f funding cannot be taken much farther at this
time the over-riding question that remains is whether sufficient resources
exist \ithin the educational system to provide the help needed by local
districs to,do what they are being asked to do. If all goes as planned
a prelinminary answer to this question should be available In two or
three years. Experience gained through emerging consortium arrangements,
and through the coordinated planning between local districts, education
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service districts and the State Department of Education called for in
HB 2393, should provide a good deal of evidence In thls regard. |If- it

becomes clear that additional resources will be needed to effectlvely
support school s in doing what they are asked to do the Issue of fund-
ing options will emerge as a matter of central concern. When this occurs

departure.

*

Feaslbility Testé_

To get a sense of the feasibility of what ls'being proposed a deci-
sion was made to test key elements within the proposed support system on

~a trial basis. This was done through a request for proposals by the e

Superintendent of Public )nstruct\on to test the workability of educa-

tional cooperatives as support systems to schools as they undertake staff
development/school improvement efforts. Projects were to be funded

through 4-State and other funds available to the Department. Each feasi-
bility test was to involve an education service district,,at least two \
local districts and an institution of higher education. %ogether these
institutions and agencies were to plan a staff development/school Improve-
ment effort that was to extend for not more fhan 12 months, project cost .
and role responsibilities for its Iimplementation, and in light of this
information arrive at a judgment as to the workability of regional con-

sortia as a support system to local districts.

Three proposals were received by the State Department. and three were
funded. One consortium, established around two local districts, was
centéred on the south coast. Another, established around three districts,
centered in the eastern portion of the state. The third, involving six
districts and three education service districts, centered In the Willamette
Valley. The south cbast consortium selected the development of a writing
program as its focus of work; the eastern Oregon consortium chose the
implementation of Public Law 94-142; and the mid-valley area chose to focus
on programs in reading, writing and mathematics.

The results of these consortium based activities suggest that the
support system for schools that is being proposed is feasible to imple-
ment, but not without careful attention to role relationships and clari-
fication of purposes. Each consortium grouping encountered a different
set of issues and concerns, and each was able to pool resources at differ-
ent levels of effectiveness. All three consortia, however, were of the.
opinion that the proposed support system was feasible to Implement, and

holds corisiderable promise as a means of assisting local districts in staff

development/school Improvement efforts. Copies oféihe reports from the
three consortia are available from the Center for Program Coordination,
Oregon State Department of Education, upon.request.

NEXT STEPS

As inditated in the obening sections‘of the report the proposed SD/SI
support system needs further refinement and formal adoption. For this
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to occur a number of steps need to be takan. Thess are outlined below,
with targeted dates of completion for each in brackets.

1. Refine, clarify, extend the conceptual work carried out thrOUQh.
the 4-State Project, with special attention to the role of the community
colleges in the proposed CPD support system. [September 1979]

2. Submit the deslt\ and funding guidelines for the S0/S| support
system to the Superintendents of education service districts, the Super-
intendent of Public Instruction and the Inter-Agency Council for the
Continued Professional Development of School Personnel for a last round
of review and refinement. [Octogxr 1979]

3. Following this refinement process submit the design and funding
guidelines to each of the institutions and agencies represented on the
Council for formal review and adoption. [February 1980]

k. Establish on a pilot/demonstration basis key elements within
the proposed support system, for example, education service centers and
regional cooperatives. [December 1979]

5. Establish organizational structures, priority activities and
funding allocations as needed within the State Department to implement
the support system as.- finally adopted. [July 1980]

6. Establish organization structures, priority activities and fund-
ing allocations as needed within Education Services Districts to imple-
ment the support system as finally adopted. [July 1980]

7. Establish guidelines for effective staff development[séﬁbol
improvement efforts in local districts, and make these available to
personnel throughout the education community.” {July 1980]

3. Reach tentatlve conclusions on the relationship of teacher
centers to the proposed SD/S| support system, including how these
centers might be funded locally or on a statewide basis if they are to
be treated as part of the overall CPD support system. [June 1980]

. 9. Establish the Advisory Committee to the Superintendent of Public
Instruction on Instructional Improvement. [June 1980]

10. Obtain legislative understanding and support for the proposed
system pf support for schools and school personnel. [December 1980]

1. Establish, as need dictates, a supporting network for educa-
tional cooperatives, school improvement centers and teacher centers.

12. Implement as soon as possible policies and procedures governing
advanced study and certification programs for school personnel that cause
them to link functionally to the identified needs of schools within the
state as wel] as the needs of the individual professionals involved.
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EXHIBIT A

COMPONENTS TO BE REFLECTED IN EACH
STATE'S PLAN FOR STAFF DEVELOPMENT
(Refined to Reflect the Oregon Context)

R The following components ‘were to be evident to some degree in the
statewide system for establishing comprehensive staff development pro-
grams in Oregon, according to the educational context of Oregon.
N . a. Student achieQemont data and annual staff evaluation dats used In
' designing staff development .(inservice) programs, (
- b. Teachers and other education personnel provldod.holpm{n~developlng-n-~miw—-

and using goal-based curricula and goal-based instructional methods
to meet the needs of all students.

C. Administrators, supervisors, and other education specialists pro-
vided help in supporting the efforts of teachers as they attempt
to implement a personalized and goal—bqeed approach to education.

d. Availability at the local level of alternative and optional dtaff
development (inservice) programs.

e. Availability on a cyclical basis, at both the state and local lgvels,'
of information that informs policy decisions and fiscal management .

f. An awareness of faculty and administrators in Institutions of higher
education of the needs and operating procedures of the public schools.

g. Increased alternatives. for advanced s tudy by'educatlon peF;onnel
that satisfies both professional needs and certification require-
ments. P

h. Effective allocation of state education agency resources |in helping

school personnel meet identified staff development needs.

i. Ongoing ptocedures employed by the state education agency to mOnltbr
the quality of school programs, and use this information -as a basis
for determining needed staff development programs.

J« Increased participation by education personnel in decisions pertain-
ing to staff development (insqrvlce) and advanced study programs.

k. Evaluation of local and state level educational goals as a basis for
planning staff development programs. '

AN
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EXHIBIT B

OPERATING PROCEDURES OF THE %‘*"INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL
FOR THE CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF
SCHOOL PERSONNEL

-




AD HOCijNTERAGENCY-COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL .DEVELOPMENT
¥ " OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL . _

PREAMBLE .

~ In its report of June 1978, entitled "Getting More from Our Schools,"”
- the profession-wide study group on the continued professional develop-
ment of school personnel made the,followjng recommendation:

. © POLICY RECOMMENDATION #6

Establish the present profession-wide study group as an

AD HOC INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL that will (a) continue as’

a forum for the discussion- of matters pertaining to the -
professional ‘development of school personnel 1in Oregon;
(b) advise the Oregon Board of Education, the Oregon Board

of Higher Education, the Teacher Standards and Practices.
Commission, the Oregon Educational Coordinating Commi gs4onm™
and the 1independent colleges and universities that prepare >
teachers in matters pertaining to the continued professianal ~
development of . school personnel; and (c) help coordfnaty////
the -efforts of the institutions and agencies that share
responsibility for the quality of schools and school per-
sonnel within the state. The COUNCIL, so long as it exists,
will submit biennially to each constituent group a summary

of 1{ts activities and the progress that is being made in
implementing the above recommendations.

ool



Implement ing Agency

No one agency, rather,.a cooperative effort of all agencies represented
' on the COUNCIL. No change in statutes or administrative rules
will be required to establish such a COUNCIL, or to maintain its
operation

Procedura)l Recommendations

It s recommended:

That the Oregon Board of tducation, the Oregon Board of Higher
tducation, the Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission
and the Teacher Standards and Practices Commission move to
establish the proposed INTER-AGENCY COUNCIL for a period
not to exceed three years, beginming July 1, 1978, and to
provide through joint contrihution the funds needed for the
COUNCIL to carry out its assigned functions

That the COUNCIL be composed of one representative each from
the Confederation of Oregon School Administrators, the Inter-
mediate Education Districts, the Oregon Board of Education,
the Oregon Board of Higher Education, the.Oregon Education
Association, the Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission,
the Oregon Federation Teachers the Oregon Public Teacher
\ * Preparatory Colleges and Universities the Oregon Private

Teacher Preparatory College’s and Universities the Oregon ~

School Boards Asfociation, and the Teacher Standards and
Practices Commission, and that it be served by. staff from
existing institution or agency. (See revision in ARTICLE-TIII,
below.)

That the COUNCIL be re-established for a period of not 1onger
than three years, beginning July 1, 1981, if such action is
judged to be in the best interests of all institutions and
agencies concerned.

Rationale A

To implement effectively a continuing professionél devel opment pro-
gram for school personnel within the state, some means must be found to
assure continuing dialogue among school personnel, teacher educators
and citizens of the state. Some means also must be found to coordinate
more effectively services offered by the v gus institutions and agen-
cies that have responsibility for assuring thé quality of schabling and
the competence of school personnel. The study group is proposing that
both of these outcomes can be achieved through the proposed INTER-AGENCY

COUNCIL.
~.
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This organization shall be known as the Ad Hoc Inter-Agency Council for

QPERATING PROCEDURES

’

ARTICLE T - NAME .

_the Continued Professional Development of School Personnel.

y. SECTION l. .
providing a forum for all interest groups with¥n
matters pertfining to the continued professional development of educa-
tional personnel, by:

1)

4)

ARTICLE I - PURPOSE

The purpose of the Council shall Q‘fto 1mprove education by

education to examine

H

Systematically soliciting information #elevant to various
aspects of continued -professional development from each of

(Y

.:. “t‘ ’.

Communicating that information to all of the 1nterest
groups;

those interest groups

Infqrmaliy‘monitorin@ progress made in the-effort to facili-
tate amd strengthen contfhueq professional development
Stat 1de, and ¥ .,/--\\

Advising those- 1nterest groups, when appropr1;\§, of needs,
services, policies, and procedures pertaining to the con-
t.inued professional. development of educational personnel.

FURTHERMORE for the Council to successfully accomplish these purposes,.
each agency, institution, or interest group represented on the Council

shall:

t)?

2)

3)

. Generallg\iuppOrt the premises, goals, and polfcy recommen

dations in\ "Getting More From Our Schools;"

Regularly. provide complete 1nformation to the Council on
the concerns, needs, problems, and special interests with
respect to the continued professional development of
school personnel; and’ .

Thought fully consider and bromptly reSpond to, when appro- J
-priate, the issues addressed to it by the Couneil. .

¥
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' | ARTICLE TIl - MEMBERSHIP
Section 1. Names of representatives to the Council shall be submitted | H,

by the member organizations, agencies, service providers, or other
interest groups to the secretary-treasurer by July 1 of each year.

Section 2. The Council shall be composed of one representative from
each of the following organizations:
Oregon Education Association ‘.
Oregon Federation.of teachers g :
Confederation of School Administrators
Oregon School Boards Association . _ S S

Section 3. Additional members of the Council shall be one represen-
tative from each of the following agencies: -

Oregon Department of Education

Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission
‘Teacher Standards and Practices Commission
Oregon State System of Higher Education

Section 4. Also represented on the Council shall be a member from each
of the following service providers:

Oregon Association of Colleges of Teacher
Education - Public

Oregon Association of Colleges of Teacher
Education - Private

Oregon Association of Education Service
Districts

Oregon Community College Assembly

Section 5. In addition to the organlational membership identified
above, the Teacher Standards and Praclices Commission shall appoint to
the-council, from a list of nominees Jubmitted by any education-related

organization, four classroom teachers and one administrator with 1
responsibility for staff development. The teacher appointees shall
include: - .

one elementary teacher, pre-primary through
grade five .
one middle school teacher, grades six SN
. through nine :
one high school teacher, grades nine ~o
through twelve -
one special education teacher

The Teacher Standards and Practices Commission shall consider geographic
and district size factors in' making appointments to the Council.

25
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Other qualifications for appointment shall be the same as those for :‘b
appointment to the Teacher Standards,and Practices Commission.

Section 6. The Council may, if ite deems necessary, invite other
organizations, agencies, service providers, or other special interest
groups to appoint a representative to the council. . A two thirds

vote of the Council s constituted in Sections 2-5 above shall be
required.

‘ »
ARTICLE IV - OFFICERS

Section 1. The officers of the Council shall be a chair, a vice-chair,
and a secretary/treasurer. These three individuals and one member-at-
large of the Council shall serve as an Executive Committee. The

secretary/treasurer shall be the representative of the agency prov1d1ng

. staff support during the current fiscal year.

Section 2. The officers shall be nominated by a nominating committee
and elected by the membership of the Council. The term shall be two
years, with the exception of the secretary/treasurer, which shall be one
year.

Section 3. The chair shall preside at all meetings, appoint the chair
of the tommittees as they are formed, and have charge of conducting

the business of the Council.: The chair or chair-designate, in consul-
tation with the members of the Executive Committee, shall set the agenda
for each meeting and shall provide members with any necessary informa-
tion. Any council member may request additions to the written agenda
provided that the request reaches the chair at least ten days prior to
the meeting.

Section 4. The vice-chair shall preside in the absence of the chair
and assist the chair in the execution of business. .

Section 5. The secretary/treasurer, with the aid of staff, shall
keep all records, collect the dues, have charge of all money, pay all
bilts, send notices of dues payable, and regularly submit financial
records to the chair. The secretary/treasurer shall prepare and dis-
tribute a brief summary of the Council meetings to 'members and inter-
ested parties. The summary will contain significant points of dis-
cussion and record action taken. A written annual report of the _
council's actions and accomplishments shall be made by July 1 of each

year to all sponsoring organizations, agencies, service providers, or
" other interest groups. Additional reports may be issued as appro-
priate.

Section 6. A vacancy in any office (other than.the chair) shall be
filled by an appointment by the remaining members of the Executive

Committee.
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ARTICLE V - MEETINGS

Section 1. The Council will meet on the second Tuesday of July,
September, November, January, March, and May.

v

Section 2. Meetings may be called or canceled by the Executive Committee.

Sectio '3 \f minimum of four meetings will be held every year.

Sect’ oh—4 No quorum will be required for conducting meetings. How-
ever, any absent member may request reconsideration of a question at the
next meeting.

Section 5. The Counci) may 1nvfte-guests toKCouncfl meetings.-

ARTICLE VI - DUES

Section 1. The fiscal year of the Council shall be from July 1 to June 30.

. Section 2. The dues shall be $100 per year, per organization, agency,

service provider, or other interest group represented.

Section 3. The dues shall.be spent on the activities specified in the

preamble, elaborated in ARTICLES Il and IV (5) of the Operating Procedures,

or other activities approved by the Council.

ARTICLE VI1 - DECISION MAKING PROCESS

Section 1. The rules contained in Robert's Rules of Order, current
edition, shal{ govern the Council.
\ ]

Section 2. Every reasonable effort will be made to reach decisiohse
by consensus. If consensus is not reached, Council. reports will include
minority as well as majority views.

Section 3. Anyone attending a meeting may speak to any issue. However,
after a motion has been made and setonded, debate will be limited to
mdmbers of the Council. Only the Council members will vote. The chair
will be a voting member.

O ) 5
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 BHIBIT C

.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE
STAFF DEVELOPMENT/SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT SUPPORT SYSTEM

Local School Districts

. ldentify school fmprovement/sbaff ddvolopmont needs
27 Establish priorities for Improvemont.effofts
3. Prepare program improvement plans

“o determine the Improvement(s) needed

e determine how neaded improvements are to‘g; mude

e select resources and establlsh procedures for carrylng
out the needed improvements

@ prepare approprlate staff development plans
h. Implement the lmprovement\pffort, including needed staff training

5. Carry out the evaluations and malntaln the records needod to
determine

® costs associated with the Improvement effort
® benefits associated with the improvement effort
e whether the added benefits warrant the added cost

6. Report results of the improvement effort, and plan next steps
as needed
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Education Service Districts

PROGRAM SUPPORT AND CONTRACTED SERVICES

. Services required by statutd, for example, registration of
teaching certificates and contracts; attendance supervision
for districts with fewer than 1,000 students; processing of
pupll personnel and basic school support reports; appor-
tioning and distributing local school district funds;
assisting the State Department of Educqtion in providing
Statg-level services and support”’of statutes and standards.

A 2. ‘Management support-services to Tocal dIsStFicts, for example, =
assistance with fiscal matters; coordinating elections;
cooperative purchasing; data processing; transportation for
special education students.

3. Instructional support services to local districts, for example,
assistance with curriculum development and Inservice pro-
grams; assistance In the design and operatioma of counseling
and career educatlon programs; test development and scoring
services; media llibrary and repalr services.

b. Speclal education services, for example, assist in identifying
resident exceptional children; assist in developing and
implementing services ‘to meet unmet needs of children identi-
fied as exceptional; especially services for low incidence
handicaps that are high in cost; coordinate programs and
planning for exceptional children across districts within a
county, and between dlstrlcts and the State Department of
Education. ‘ \

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT CENTERS | | y

Keep dlstrlcts_abfeast of State and Federal requirements that
could influence S1/SD needs.

—

2. Collate SI1/SD needs from districts served.
3. Identify SI1/SD needs common to two or more districts.

4. Contact districts who have common S1/SD needs about partici-
pating In cooperative improvement programs.

5. Inform districts of SI1/5D assistance available through their
reglonal cooperatives, through professional assocliations,
or through the State Department of Education.

6. Upon request assisting districts In establishlng needed
S1/SD programs.

7. Keep the regional cooperative and the Stafe Department informed
about the S)/SD needs-of local districts, and the costs and
benefits assdcliated with particular S$!/SD. programs.

Q | _ 555?
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State Department of Education

'PROGRAMS
1. Identlfy cmarglng trends and probloms.

2. Assist in ostabllshlng prlorltles for staff development and/or
program improvement at the local, regional and state levels.

3. Provide program development assistance to local, regional and -~ -
‘ state agencies, '

4. Provide research and development Iinformation that pertains to
interests of local school districts, education service
districts and community colleges.

5. Develop and publish curriculum yuides, teacher handbooks and
other program-related materials.

6. Facilitate-the development, evaluation and description of model
or demonstration programs, and make thls information available
to interested groups. i

7. Assist local districts and education service districts under- .
stand and comply with new laws and regulations.

8. Provide in-service training sessions In basic instructional
programs»for local sgchool personnel.

9. Provlde systematic review and adoption of textbooks utilized
in elementary and secondary education in Oregon.

CENTER FOR PROGRAM COORDINATION

I. Facilitate the development of materials and initiate procedures
that quorm‘local and education service district personnel
about Oregon's profession-wide support system for schools and
school personnel, and how access can be gmined to the resources
available through it.

2. Facilitate/arrange trainihg opportunities for district and ESD
personnel on establishing and operating Educational improvement
Centers.

3. Facilitate/arrange training opportunities for local and education
- service district personnel, and rkpresentatives from¥institu-
tions of higher education, on establishing and operating
Regional. Education Cooperatives. :

h\*Coordlnate. and make available to the network of School Improve-
' ment Centers and the network of Regional Cooperatives, the
resources and expertise available through the State Departmont
- of Education.



5. Coordinate the identification of needs and priorities within
the state for school l’provcmont/staff devolopmont efforts
at the local level.
6. Work with the Jjoint boards and the Inter-Agency Council to '
establish programs that demonstrate the operation of the .
2 profession-wide support system for schools and school per-
sonnel, both regionally and locally, and establish procedures
whereby evidence of costs and benefits assoclated with these - -
programs are collected systematically. "'7§;*Y

Cooperatives and Support Networks . . _ L e

Regional Cooperatives

1. Provide assistance to School Improvement Center personnel in thelir
work with districts, and access to resources available through
one or more of the institutions/agencies particlpating in’ the
cooperatives

2. Pool resources/expertise available through the cooperatlvevwhen
needed to provide services called for by local districts served
by the cooperatlive.

3. Assist institutions of higher education in the desiyn and operation
of preserVIce teacher preparation programs.

h.“Assisg.lnstitutions of highér education in the design and operation
of advanced certification programs for all school personnel.

5. Assist the Board of Education and the Board of Higher Education in
carrying out.research, development, evaluation, demonstration,
and dissemination activities that pertain to-.schooling or .the
preparation of school personnel. N

Teacher Centers

1. Keep teachers and education specialists in schools served by the
Center informed of advanced study and professional development
activities available in the region.

2. Alert teachers and education specialists served to unusual profes-
sional development opportunities in the state or nation as a
~whole.

3. Broker individdal teacher or specialist requests for technical
assistance and special professional development activities.

]
k. Arrange professional development activities that have been requested
by a group of teachers or specialists,

5. Work with School Improvement Center fersonnel to coordinate efforts,
exchange information and share resources.

Q o | 6'1
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Problem solving with respect to Iinformation flow between the State
Department, School :improvement Centers and the public schools.

Problem solving with respect to Issues that emerge around the
organization and operation of Improvement Centers. '

. Long-rango planning with respect to school improvement/staff develop-

~ment efforts, and the role of School Improvement Centers within_ ...

Problem“solvlng with respect to the role and interchange of
Regional Cooperatives with the many established institutlions
"and agencies serving schools and school personnel.

Problem solving with respect to issues th{t emerge around the
ooperatives.

Long-range planning with respect to school improvement/staff
development efforts, and the role of Regional Cooperatives within

[N

Problem solving with respect to the role and Interchange of Teacher
Centers with established institutions, agencies and associations

Problem solving with respect to Issues that emerge around the
organization and operation of Teacher Centers.
K%
Long-range planning with respect to the role of regional Teacher
Centers in schoo! improvement and the contlnued professional

Network of School Improvement Centers
1.
2.
3
these efforts. ///)
T~ ‘
Network of Regional Cooperatives
.
2.
organization and operation of Regional
3.
these efforts.
Network of Teacher Centers ‘
I,
already serving school personnel,
2.
3.
~ development of school personnel.
2N
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TASK PORCE ON FUNDING .
CONTINUED PROFRSSIONAL DEVELOPMENT (CPD) OF
SCHOOL PERSONNEL

InSrodgstion

In its repore, q3§tsn5 More From Our Schools, the study group on Continued
. Professional Development of Schoel Personnel addressed the need for guide-

lines to be established for financing staff development activities for school
personnel in the state. The study group's recosmendation No, S called for
thesa guidelines to be developed and named the implementing agency as the
Oregon Educational Coordinating Commission, with the cooperation of the Board
of Education and the Board of Higher Kducation, The results of this study
vere to be forwarded to the Inter-Agency Council for the Continued Professional
Development, the study group's successor,
A Task Force on CPD Funding was formed in Pebruary, 1979, with the following
mambers: N .

Dick Perry and Vern Rempel, Department of ligher Education

Don Kipp and Betty Fish, Department of Education

Bruce Clere, OEA

Terry Lindquist, COSA

Thelma Elliot, OSBA

Elinore Rogers and Clem Lausherg, OECC

The Funding Task Force held a series of five meatings over a three-month
period and developed this report, As outlined in the charge to the Task
Force, the task force examined both present methods of funding and alternative
approaches, In view of the diverse interests represented and varying view-
points, the task force decided not to endorse any specific funding option, but
to pass alongiille alternatives for consideration by the Interagency Council,
affected agenc¥es, and other interested narties.

Cha{ﬁg to the Task Force

A. Describe Present Mcthods and Funding

1. Examine the present methods of funding professional development ser-
' vices to school personnel and nresent fundinp levels (see Study Group
renort as a noint of denarture).

2, Examine the costs associated with present service delivery methods,
including the management structure for providing such_servicc.

3+ Examine the costs associated with present methods by type and purpose
of professicnal developmant activities,

4. Examine the extent to which individuals, local achool districts, colleges
and universities, and other funding arencies presently share in the cost
of professional development activities.

A

R. ngelgp Alternative Anproaches

1. Collect information from other states on methods of f nding of develop-
ment services for school personnel.

2, Gather views and information from concerned individual and groups in
Oregon (e.g., teachers, administrators, local school boprds, etc.).

3. Develon alternative approaches to the funding of nrofe al development
activities in Ordégon under differing asaumptions. E;‘ AN . ’

. _ >
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I. Pressnt Yupnding for ("] ACtixis;g’

local School District Punding

Tuition refimbursement ia provided to many Oronah echool district personnel
who take courses tosatisfy certification requirements or school districet .
educstional requirements. In 1977-78, 152 of 213 achool districts surveyed
provided reimbursement for additfonal educetion for st least some personnel.
The actusl number of teachere receiving tuition support, and the level of
the support, veries significantly amonp the distidictas. Only 20 of 36 dis-
tricts with over 3,000 atudentsa provide tuition reimbursement, for example,
as compared to 50 of 59 achool districts with 100 to 500 atudents. Many
districte put first priority on tuition reimburaement for pereonnel meet-
ing certification requirements. Tuition reimbursement often {8 included in
collective bargaining contracts. . '
Table 1
)74 NMatrict Required Additional Fducation
Tultion Reimburaement

Fd. Required Ed. Not Requiraed Total
and Reimbursed _But Reimbursed _Refmbursed Surveyed Total

Diserict _ ) No. of
Stre No.  Tercent do.  Percent No. Percent | Districts | Districte
3000+ 8 227 12 K Rkd 20 56X 36 37
1000-2099 23 42 19 34 42 76 55 59

500- 999 12 31 16 41 28 72 39 45

100~ 4929 1 52 19 32 50 85 59 96
Undar 1] 5 21 2 29 12 50 24 86

Total 79 372 73 38X 152 7% 213 323

Source: 1977-78 COSA/OSBA Survey of Salaries, Economic Benefits and Selected Policies
for Teachers in Oregon §chqg} Nistricts.

OFCC /23739 T

[t should be emphasized the number of teachers who take advantage of tuition
watvers varies among districta, and with available dollars. F¥or a represen-
tative number of districts contacted in a recent %élephone survey, from 20
to 69 percent of teachers took advantagpe of tuittion reimbursement, with the
averape reimbursement being $35 to $50 per credit hour, or a maximum yeasrly

payment. Some eramples are liated halow: *
_ Table 2
v Tuition Reimbiirsement
N Selected School Districts -~ 1978-79%
Partict- : 'fiéfcent Payment Maximum
pat ing Total - Refm- Rate Payment
3000+ ADM Teachers Teacher4s bursed per Cr Hr per Year
Albany UH 50-60 . 240 20-257 §51.67 $155
Foreat Grove s - 216 50 - ) 120
McMinnville 46 190 24 - 36 111
L.ake Oswepo 132 357 37 42 126
Centennial 182 2319 57 51 236
A PNeaverton 500 1200 4?2 19 156
1000—2999ﬁépﬁ
Astoria ES 45 120 18 Ave = 3251 per year
Crook Cn, 45 150_/ 0 31 _ 389
Dayton. 14 6 ' 23 Ave = $80 par year
Nakland 15 8

39 6 hours actual cost

’ \/’/
Source: Oregon School Boards Asmociation
OECC 3/23/79

*Additional information collected by the profession study group on the
continued profesaional development of school personnel :

Zxem Qur Schoelas 1s included in the Appendix, pp. 11-13,.
Q c;c;
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School districts also provide inservice nctivigio- to saducational por-onnll
including inservice days, special workshops, and dietrict sponsored classes. -
Typically, school district inservice activities do not count toward meeting state
certification requirements. Although there are a nuwbar of co-opsrative pro-
grams betveen highar education institution® gnd local school dtstricts, most
inservice activities are run independa f higher education certification ‘
Programs, and are not subject to state reimbursement in the hi;hor educntion
budget. :

local school district 1n-orv1co activities do not receive sarmarked state ald

in the Basic School Support formula. Like othe local school district educa-~
tional programs, however, they are presumed to recelve a percentage (e.g. 40X)

of costs through the Basic School Support formula. The actual percent of state
support to a given school district will vary from 2Mgo 60 percent depending

on the expenditure level, and whether the district qualifies for equalization ald.

A survey of 17 school district budgets in 1976~ 771 found an estimated one to
five percent of school district budgets devoted to continued proféssional de-
velorment activitics These figures include. tuition reidhyrsement, personal
leaves, sypervisory tinr, salarv costs for substitute teachers, travel costs,
consultdnt time and other costs to the districts. DBecause such activities are
not readily {dentiftcd under the current accounting structure, the total {dent-
{fiaed eatimates were based {n plrt on interviews with local di-trict administra-
tors and teachers.

School districts are facdd with a major task of providing inservice education
for the education of hanlicapped children. Under state and federal mandates,
classroom teachers need assistance {n complyinpg with I"P requirements, and
assisting handi{capped children in the repular classroom. Txpenditures for
{nservice are not elipible fqr state reimbursement (i.e., 30 percent) as an
approved excess special education cost. The districts, however, have received
$100,000 {n 1977-78 {n federal project wmoney. The future of this
funding is uncertain, and as shown in the attached l{st, {s distributed
'matnly to Fducation Service Districts in only a few geographical areas (see

Table 14 {q Appendix)

Federll funds are also being used for inservice and advanced ltudy

for vocational education ataff development. Approximately $600,000 is

budgeted in 1980 for a wide variety of staff training (see Tabio 7,

ranging from staff development centers at Portland and Fugene to evaluation

of the vocational nseds of disadvantaged and handic;pped students. A large
number of Orepon ‘education personnel participate in these projects including
3,000 at the Development Centers, 470 in the statewide inservice project,

and 1,900 teachers in the Interinatitutional Consortium. Staff development

i{s the highest priority for vocational education devetopmnnt under the Oregon
State plan for vocatiopal education. '

Table 3
Staff Development Projects : ’ -
Vocational Fducation 1980

Activity Amount

B \
Portland & FEupene Staff Development Centers 240,179 *
Statevide Inservice Project 42,500
Nasic 0SU Support (Pre-service & Inservice) 130,000
Extern Program (Training for Fxperiencod Teachars) 30,000
Intefinstitutional Consortium ‘ . 15,0Q0
Health Ed. Teachers Staff Development 10,00
Nisadvantaged & Handicapped - Fvaluation 22,000
Student leadership Procram 109,000
Total §599,027
Sourcet
OrCcC 6/79

>

Other federal funds are expended for inagrvice training and other staff
developmant activitiss in a variety of federal titles and programs. These
include Title IV-C of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
bilingual aducation proisct gﬂgnt-, .and Title I (ESEA) for low ineoms dis-

-
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Pdatsecondary Fducation Funding

Oregon's funding policy far gpraduste education varies significantly depend-
ing on whether the courme le offared on campus during the regular three-term
academic year, in aummer session, or on an off-campus, salf-support basie.
Deapite the wide variation in ntut?‘iupport level, tuition charges are rela-
tively comparghle and approved graduate courses may count towvard certi{fics-
.tion requirements in all three inatances (see Table 4) . No state support {s
provided for praduate atudents at {independent colleges, and tuition 1ia

also hicher than at public 1nntitution{:

-

' . Table 4
[lluatration of Varjation {n State Support
and Tuftion Charpges per FTE Student ) -

Craduate Fducation Courmes-1978-79

'Stato &

State Support Student Tui{t{on Tuition
Type of Course per FTE Student per PTE Student Support
Fegylar Graduaie Student - 83,100 $1,2%0 ) 34,350
Summer Session ‘ 363)* 1,800 2,160
self Support-0ff Campus ~ 1,800 1,800
Independent Collesges - 0 lewis & Clark 2,070 . 2,070
_ linfield 2,925 2,928
3 U of Portland 3,150 . 3,1%0
!Summer Seseion General Funé support dfvided by FTE . students
CrOC /21779 . : \

- -

Regular On Campus ’/ :

’

Y
bhuring the regular three-term academic year, graduats students in education
fenerate an appropriation level of approximately $4.350 par FTE student
o 1978-79. 0Of that amount, $3,160 ia srate support and $1,250 tuitton
fn the case of resident praduate mtudents. . ,
Graduate courses {n education accounted for 23 percent of 500 level graduste
enrollments {n the fall of 1977, ;Bd 26 percent when Rgn-education courses
required {orygirt{fication are included. v
¥ . 0
Fxpenditures for graduate teacher education, on the average, are less than the
average for all graduate programs. In the fall of 1977, salary expenditures
rer credit hour {n grajuate courses*{ny-education (400G and 500 level) were
about 82 percent of the dverage of praduste level’ courses in general. (932
per credit hour as compared with $39 per credit hour). Salaxy costs per
credit hours for graduate courses in education ranged from $25 at OCE to
$S7 at EOSC (see Table 5). - ///"

Table S ,
Graduate laval Lducatlion (4008 and 500 Level)
Credit Hours and Salary Cost per credit Houg - Fall,1977

All Graduate

. Fducation Fducation Salary Cost Salary Coet per
Institution __ Graduate Credit Hours per Credit Hour - Credit Hour
U. of Oregon 11,960 $33 i $40
Oregon State U, 3,203 44 ’ &0
Portland State U, 5,057 : 30 40
Oregon College f Rd. 4,070 25, ) 29
S08¢C 784 . BEE ¥ 30
kos¢ 182 R L . 31
Total 25,256 _ $32 $39
Source: Cost Load Studies, Departmant of iiigher Education \

OECC 3/23/79 t;é?



3

If {t is assumed educhtton expenditurea for graduate teacher educatton are
approximately g2 percent of all graduate rourses, graduate teacher education-
expenditures are an eatimated $6.4 million in 1978-79 and a projected $15.3
millfon for the 1979-81 biennfum. As shown in Table 6, this estimate is

also based on graduate teacher education students consiating of 26 percent

of graduate atudent FTE. _ Y

Table 6
‘P Estimated Graduate Teacher Fducation
FExpenditures - 1978-81

e

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
Average Coat per FTE S udent " $3,582 $4,084 $4,401 .
FCatimated FTE Students x 1,784 x 1,797 x 1,808

56.4 m{1lion $7.3 million $8.0 million

1979-81 = $15,3 million
~
Earimated at 82 percent of average graduate education cost per FTE student
(e.g., $3,582 of $4,368 per FTE student in 1978-79).
“Estimated 26 percent of all graduate FIT students are graduate teacher edu-
cation students (e.g., 1,784 of 6,863 FIT students in 1978-79).

Source: Department of Higher Fducation, TFP and Cost Load Studies.
OECC 3/23/79 y

Sunmer Session

State support of s ummer session 18 much less than during the reguldr school year,
Nearlv 75X of the summer session budget for 1978-79 was paid from student fees,

or $4.2 million out of a budgeted $5.7 million. State support amounts to slightly
under $8 per credit hour for the 191,306 credit hours offered in the summer, of
which 100,738 were praduate level ¢ The graduate tuition {s generally

840 per credit hour among the Sta m institutions.

N o
Records are not available for the 8 Ui ] p!béi i
repgular school year. Clasa sizey, howavg tend 6 bgemuch larger on the. averape
for the summer programs (see TJE ‘,.i, ‘ﬁgaa, " tioned the Chancellor's

&

Office about some graduate cl t haﬁh\ : #students, whie¢h could be
a rhreat to the quality of*tm%étuc:; , acco‘ rﬁ; to TSPC,

’((f@g-‘:'

| &s\ able 7
Summer 1978 Enrollments
and Average Class Size

Education : Sumwer Graduate Classves with 45 or
Inst{tution Enroliments Aversgn Class Size more students
U. of Oregon 4104 27.0 23
0osu 2003 19.4 6
* PSU 2603 . - 18.0 -
OCh ~ 2251 - 17.1 ’ 3
S0SC 1243 15.9 2
EOSC _ 112 i 9.3 . -
Total 12,316 Avgr‘ggulg,s 34

Source: Department of Higher Edufatlon

OrCC 3/23/79 e;g)
.
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ERIC

PR A .1 7ox rovided by ERIC

Self-Suppore Policy

Off-campus courses are not elipgible for atate support except iy specific
under-enrollment conditions in the state colleges and universities. The
1978-79 school year is the firet year under inetitutional control of off-
campue programming (in place of Divieton of Continuing Rducation). About 33,000
credit hours were gensrated. Figures currently are not available on the
numher of credit hours in education, but it was previously estimated at

60 percent under the Divieion of Continuing Fducation, which would be an
sstimated 20,000 credit hours of the 313,000.

Student charges per graduate' credit hour are $40 fou these courses when
offered on an open enrollment basie, although some of the activity {s done
through contracts. Local achool districte may arrange for the institutiom

to provide graduate level fnetruction to aducationsl parsonnel in the district,
often with partial or full tuition paid for the students. \

Off.campus Courses must be funded within lonioict'ivoly approved ¢nrollment
levels. No additional state funding for off-campus courses vas approved by
the 1979 Legislature, although a requeet was included in the Board of Higher
Fducatton budget. The Board of Higher Education dose permit inetitutione
below their legiglatively approved enrollment to provide off-campus programs
on a1 in- load basis (with existing faculty). The {nstitutione have a choice
betwveen funding legisiatively approved ow'ollmt. either on campus or in
off-campus locations. BReyond that level, inetitutione st sither fund

additional courses on a eelf-gupport basis or under contractual arrangemente
with local school districts without etate fimde.

Indopendent (olleges

The tndependent Collegee Yo not recaive etate support for graduate level
classes taught to Oregon residents. Sti1l, there has been a ateady growth
tn educat{on graduate degrees in the independent colleges. While tuition at
the independent collegea ie fRenerally higher than in the public sector,

. the differentt{al {a less than for undergraduates. Owver 320 master's degrees
vero miarded from independent collages in 1976-77 as compared to 83 in
1969-70.  The leading i{ndependent colleges in graduate lovel enrollment in
educat{on are lewis and Clark, Univereity of Portland, Linfield, and Pacific
(See Tabla B). '

Table 8
Independent Collegas - Graduate Education
Degrees and Znrollment

~

Inatttution .. .Master's Degrese - 1977 Fall Enrollment - 1978
Lewis and Clark 21% 228
University of Portland 73 . 109

Pacific ) 25 39

Linfleld 9 21

OECC 3/23/79

Private Providers of Inservice

A number of achool disrricte have enpaged private corporations and agencies
in providing inservice for their educational personnel. The Oregon City
School Diatrict, for example has used one-day workshope or short term courees
for teachers and administrators. A sample of providers offering programs in
Oregon {a 1ltmted helow (see Table 9) of which some offer college credtt
couraena. :

- - Table 9
'_Cor oration/Agency ~ Program Cost
1) Leaming Inatitute Workshope Yor $4S - 1 day workshop
(Palo Alto, Cal,) Teachers $120 - 3 hour credt course
7) Education Consulting (ne Nay Workehop $43 - 1 day workshop
Ansociated Menver) Summar Workshop
3) United Learning Pereonal Growth Not' Available
Inst{tute (Tacoma, Yn.) " Short Coursee
4) Development Services Managewant $65 per day
Corp. (Rallevue) Seminars
®) Reading For ' ‘tion Re - Course $100 + additional ,
of Califor.. ‘ama. nna) 0 for 2 college credite
Anrr 37721/7Q 70
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I1. Alternative Funding Anproaches
Tahyje 10 - T1luatretive Guidelines For The Punding of Eh. fom:ttn “:’k 'f‘o Z;'“i(’:‘
o Continued Professional Development Activities ) on_ the alternative funding op
t but presents them for .
. , For School Parsonnel in Omnmgon _ rﬁ':g
- " _ " EXISTING FUNDING ~ ALTERNATIVE ORTIONS
INTERESTS SERVED FUNDING RESPONSIBILITY CPD CATEGORY ARRANGENENTS . (FOR DISCUSSIOQN) #»
Guidelines For Funding Inservice .
Studies _ - . .
{
1. District identified needs/ A shared responsibility between the Inservice Dsys BSSF & Local Revenuas F— Earmark Amount in BSSF
requi{raments local board, district sdministratora, Staff{ Develop- RSSF & local Revenues e Separate State Categorical
and the district fsculty ment (in dis~ ESD - Resolution Ser- Ald: Amount Per Staff
trict) v vices or Contract Matched From State Punds
‘ : Distributed to Dt. or ESD
Y. State {denti{fied needs/ A shared responaibility across sll First Ald BSS¥ & Local Revenues o Genersl Increase (e.g. 50;
requirements institutions and agencies in Oregon Antidiscrimina- ESD - Resolution Ser- i{n State BSSF)
that sunport the schools; coordin- -tion Lawsa vices e Earmark Portion 'of Increases
ating responsibilities neced to be . State Standards ‘ in Cartification Fees for
assigned to one agency. , |___ ESD Inservice’
. -~
J. Federally {dentified needs/ Shared responsibilities betveen the PL 94-142 For General Yederal Aid e Mstching State Categorical !
requirements federal government and all {nstitu- Handicapped, Vo~ for Target Group Ald
- tiona and agpencies in Oregon that cation Education, Students o Perait Inservice to be
: support the schools: coordinating - Others FEsrmarked Federal aid Claimed as Special Education
' resnonaibilities need to be assipned for Target Group Excess Costs -
to one agency. Studonts —
State and Local le- e Intermship Program - No
ning Funds. N Recertification Pequirements
4. Tsacher identified needs/
requi rements [ e
a, Collegial Exchange + Teachers themselves Professional Uniserve v ¢ Federal Funding only
‘ Developmant -
b. Tescher Centers Federal Punds for Teacher Center Teacher Centers - No e Matching State Punds
’ State or lLocal Punds
Cuidelines for Punding Advanced
Studies T .
. _, \
1. Studies leading to certi- The individual neeking the certifi- Certification State Support to Higher ’—o— State Funding -~ Higher Edu~
ficstes required to main- cate and State assiatance to higher ' . Educaton (3 term) cation Off-Campue Courses
< tain current iob nositions educaton DCE (Self support) e local School District Inser-
Summer School - State vice - Higher Educston or
Support ) TSPC
*5ee sttached descriptions of major options ) (Individusl Tuition or ¢ Teacher Licensure Exam
Partial District Reim-

. - | - 72
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N - FXISTING FONDINR ALTEINATIVE SETIGNS

INTERESTS SERVED FUSDING RESPONSIRITITY CPD CATEGORY ARRANGEMENTS (FOR DISCUSSION) . -
2, Studies leading to a new : : LN - |
ponition_ ) S .
a. Self-dnftiated The tndividual aceking the certi- Certification State Support to e Higher Individual Share of
. ’ ficate and State asaiatance to _ Requi rement Higher Educuton’ Instructional Costs
Higher Education : (Individual Tuition e Application of Pederal In-
: or District Refm- come Tax Ruls -~ Higher
b. Diatrict-tnitiated Shared responsibility between the . buraament) Charge 1f New Position Sought -
' diatrict and the individual that .
is preparing for the new position . . .
3. Studies 1"f1“l to enhance- The individual engaging in advanced State Support to e Self Support - No State
ment of one'a self as a study Higher Education Support
profesaiongl, independent (Individual Tuftion) |

of certification
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Table 10 provides {llustrative gutidelines for funding various types of atudy,
The guidelinea reflect the principle of “costs assumed according to {ntersats
served.” The etudy grow initisted the i1llustrgtion and the task force has
exnanded {t, including funding options, }

The Punding Task Foroé took no poaition on the eltermative funding optiens,

‘but presents them for review.

Options for din service Rdyg

] C°S}S§“!5 Eaig“nl Fmdwl of 1?’!;11« = 8chool districts would continus to
budget funds for inservice activities from available state, local, and federal
sources. Generslly speaking, school dietricts are required to rank inservice
needs against other competing demande for limited resources, although some
federel project funds are earmarked for ineervice activitiea. Increasing
ineervice demands have resulted from nev state and federal manda¥es (o.g.,
Oregon- State Stendards for Scghools;-individualirad sducarton peograns (IXPa)
for the handicapped, etec.),

¢ Earmark Amount {in Rasic School Support - Within the total Basic School Support
appropriation, earmark a specif{c amount.for inservice aducation. The amount
could be a percentage of the appropriation (e.x., 2, 3 percent) or a epscific
amount per teacher or per student. This approach would likely 'nquiro admin-
istrative guidelines defining permiseive {nservice expenditures, as well ae

_comparable record keeping to aseure atate funds vere expended for the purpose
intended, Htstorically, line itame in the Dasic School Support appropriation
have been avoided i{n order to aseure local management flexibility,

e State Categorical Aid - A separate appropriation for inservice education would
have to compete with numerous other categorical aida, auch as special education,
talented and gifted, and child development specialists, A categorical aid
program would have to define its purpoes as to whether successful pilot programe
vare being funded for dissemination to other districts, or if the state wers
interested in picking un an ongoind share of excese coets. As discussed by
tha committee, local matching funds could be required from echool dietricts or )
FEBDs as a condition to state funding, An appropriation of 8100 per teacher
wvould amount to nearly $2.5 million per year for the 24,986 teachers etatevide.

e GCeneral Increase in State Basic School Support - This approach. would rely oa
general {ncreases in tao state percentage of school support (e.g., 50 pesrcent)
to give local achool diegricts the necessary funding for i{nservice sducatiom,
Inservice education would neither be earmarked in the etate Basic School ‘Sup~
port eppropriation nor be the subject of a separate state categorical aid
program. Districts would be expectsd to develop their inservice programs
wvithin the total etate and local funds available, subject to the administrative
astandarde of the Department of Education,

‘e Earmark Portion of Certification Fees for Inservice - The preesnt certification

fee for tsacher 1icensure renewal would be ncreased, with the revenus earmarked
for inservice sducation, Under several options diacuseed by the committes, a
$25 fee increase would gensrate approximately $375,000 per biennium, and a $1%
{ncreaae vould provide $224,000 per biennium. Thase amounts could be matchsd

by elther state General fund dollars or local district or E8D sffort under thie
approach. Inservice educetion plans could be approved for eligibility at the
state level undar this approach, or left to local district discretion,

= Inservice education coats to train teacheym .. . - .0
ral mandates for the handicapped are not .11”"1[1. b - T T
for Y parcent state reimbursement as "approved sxcess coats' for special ‘ : oo

education, This prohibition {s in the adminietrative rules of tHh Department

of Education rathsr than a etatutory requirement, and {s subject to amendment - — -
by the State Board of Education. Pedersl funde under PL94-142 are alao S _ R
sxcluded from "approved sxcess coaty -edains, but may hs ussd for loservies- 71T il e
education purpease. - : T e TR T T e T e SIS cLot

e lnsgmnhAn Prg.nm = Under this approach, by 1985, a .dnoﬁynnt’m;hlpffépgd- \

be required of all elementary md secondary teschpre prior to-Wigivlngrar
fication. This program coukgsd paft-#1°a tadiaigned four-year Hacsslaizeate
program, a five-year bacodlautsate gfogran, or couid f51Tow mwarding of.the .- .~ [ARER
bachelor's degree and be offered T the suparvision of dfatricts approved e

-

ate

by TSPC, The required fifth year certification for secondary teachera would

he eliminated, Continued profesaional dnvolSpmnt for teschera would ha carried

on through ataff dovcfoplll_nt programs of school diatricta and ESDa ae part of

the Board of Education'a state standarda for schools. .
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e Funding of Teacher Canters - A limited number of teaching canters are nov - -
Tinded by the fadaral government, Teacher centers can serve a variety of
purposes, including inservice education, advanced studies and other exchanges
with colleagues, Under this model for staff davelopment, state and local
funding could slso be supplied to supplement a limited federal effort.

[seuag Would have to be resolved, however, regarding wmeambership and selection
process to tha governing boards, the relationship of the local school distrigt,
higher aducation tustitutions, and state agencies to the centers.

e Teacher Corps -, In recent years, federally funded Teacher Corps projects A
given emphasis to (nservice education. Programe at the University of Oregdu
and Portland State Univeraity have cooperated wish local school districts {n
developing inservice education programs, Oregon also participates {n the .
National Council of the States on Inservice Education which is funded through
Teacher Corps, Thore are expactations that future funding will be available
for additional {nservice activitias,

e Uniserve Centers ~ Inservice education oconducted by feacher organizations
for member teachers {s either paid for bv individual teachers or professional
organizations.

Ovtions for Funding Advanced Studies

e State Funding - Higher Edugation Off-campus Courses - Under this approach, the
higher education institutions would receive state funding for education courses
in off-campus locations, such as local school.districts or ESDs., The funding
could be either as a parate gearmarked amount or an increase in the total
lepialat{vely-approved emrolilmants, Currently, off-campus education courses
must be funded within legislatively-approved enrollment levels, No additional
state funding specifically for off-campus courses was appreved by the 1979 Lagis-
lature, although a request was included in the Board of tigher Education budget.

e local School District Staff Development - local school districts or ESDs, {in
cooperation with higher aducation institutions, can set up inservice education
programs which count toward teacher certification requirements, The actual
number of auch approved programe has been uminimal i{n the past, Formal encour-
agement would be given to the higher education institutions and TSPC to expand
thesa cocperative programa in the future, using both higher education faculty
and emloves of local school districts and ESDs.

¢ Teacher Licensure Fxam ~ Teachers would be required to pass a competency exam
for either entry into the profassion or continued certification, Under this
approach, certification requirements based on a specific number of graduate
level hours would be replaced by succesrful performance on a uniform exam by
subject or grade level, The main limitation under this option is the availabilicy
of adequate teating instruments, incldding the suwjective judgments of teachers
and peers about teaching effectiveness. Advanced study courses on university
‘tampuses would be voluntary rather than mandatory. Under this approach, it {s

~ poakible that graduate credit hours i{n education courses. could be reduced, Ant
‘exam ilpo might be used for teachers who wish to add subject areas to their

cexisting cevtificares,

o Higher Individual Share of Instruction Coats - Based on the economic'benciitl
nnj rrofess¥onal opportunities for educators who take advancad studies, higher
tuition could be charged to praduate education students. Some would even advo-
_cate that praduate.education aourses be placed on a self-support basis. Under
this model, graduate level education costs could bs paid directly by tM€ school

“district or {ndividual teachers, with higher education placed in the same com~
petitive positions as private providers of inservice aducation activities.

)

e Tederal and State Income Tax Rule - Educational personnel can claim a federal
and state income tax deduction for those &dvanced courses necessary to main-
tain skills in their existing positidn, but not for advancement to new respon-
sibilities. This philosophy could be extended to the tuition charged to':rld-
uate education students, with higher tuition charges for those individuals

’ seeking advancement to new positions. There would he obvious administrative
probleme in determining the motivations of individual students for fee purposas.

7R




Table 11
DISTRICT EXPENDITURES FOR THE
CONTINUED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL*

Budgot** p.fé;nt Total#s Percent’ Dollars
Idantified of Total Identiflaed of Total per
. Dollars Budget Dollars Budget Child
ADM above ;.
20,000 $
District A $1,086,140 1% $2,707,729 3t $47
District B 323,696 ! 1,536,219 4 76
District C ---- --- 1,034,905 3 51
ADM between ‘, .
7,000-14, 000 .
!
District D- ---- --- 890,133 Coh 67
District € 2,140 .01 e 595,753 ] 83
District F 18,952 A ' 395,733 3 §
ADM between ﬂ
6,000-7,000
District G ---- --- 465,996 4 79
Dlistrict H - - 161,790 2 24
District 1 41,887 | P14 660 2 ) 35
ADM between
1,500-3,000 a
District J ---- --- 211,562 - 5 8s
District K --- --- . 143,324 5 t 100
District L ---- .- ' 85,915 2 33
District M -me- - 74,083 2 26

ADM between

500-1,000

District N S 119,707 6 N
District O - 59,759 5 98
District P 300 27,454 2 47
District Q 450 20,633 ] 21

. l L
* Based on interviews with superintendents or their designates in 17 school
districts., Districts studied were selected on the basis of geographic
location (all geographic areas of the state were represented) and slze.

** Budget identified dollars are the monies earmarked in school budgets
for staff development or ''inservice activities. Total identified dollars
are the monies actually avaiiable within budgets for such activities,,.
though not necessarily designated as such. They Include salaries for the
propdrtion of time principals or othér admin|strative parsonnel spend in
supervision or other staff development activities; monies to pay substi-
tutes when teachers engage in staff or program development activities;
monles to pay travel and tultion costs for teachers attending district
required staff development activities; etc. '

. " Source: 8, Profession Wido Study Group on the
Q Continue velopment of School Personnel in Oregon,
- June 1978, ;,;,. “ '
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Table 12 .

Source Of Payment For CPD Activities Pursued
For Advanced Cartification Or An Advanced Degreet

= ' Farticlpant:. an _EEFGF. 6.9y x

In Form of School ~ State Dept Combinatlon
H Tultion or Fees District Prof Assoc of Sources

Elenentary Teachers | |
Certificate 10 70! 602 0% ' 30%

Degree 13 69 (5& 8 31

Jr/Sr High Teachers s
Certificate ' 15 67 4 0 13
Degree 3 67 13 0 0

Teachers of Excep-
tional Children ) _
Certificate L 100

0 0 0
Degree J 0 0 0 0
Other SpeclalistS _
Certificate 22 s 23 9 23
Degree 9 78 Ly 1 22
Principals
Certificate 17 59 53 24 35
Degree 8 75 25 0 . 50

* Sorie activities had nore than one source of support, which accounts for the
percentages shown adding up to more than 100. :

. oa
[Hiahiights ] ‘ . - k

® The most comon source of payment for CPD activities engaged In for pur-
poses of an advanced certificate or an advanced degree is the partici-
pant involved. The percentage of participants paying for the CPD acti-~

vities described ranged _from 59 percent for principals to 100 percent
for teachers of exceptiondl children. :

o The participanis' districts frequently paid for the cost of graduate work
pursued, thoush sernerally speaking less tham half the time,

® Arranging to have several sources share In paylng for a particular CPD

experience leading to an advanced certificate or an advanced degree |s
not unco~Ton. '

v Profession Wide Study Group on the
Continued Professional Development of School Personnel in Oregon,
June 1978. - '
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_ Table 13 o _ _—
_Source Of Payment For CPD Actlvitlies Pursued For Reasons
Other Than Advanced Certificate And Advanced Degree

AR aa—— T N l
R Particlpants, Own State - A
in Form of School Dept of  Prof Othe Combination

N Tuition or Fees District Educatlion Asso¢ Sources of Sources

EMENTARY TEACHERS

lob Responsibility 28 21% 862 7% 02 hy 113
vew Job Desired 3 67 0 33 0 0 ]
‘rof Inprovement 59 32 64 .2 7 7 19
Jther Reasons 7 43 h3 1h 0 4 L
/SR HIGH TEACHERS

lob Responsiblility 23 b 83% 0% 9% by 0%
iew Job Desired 2 50 100 0 0 ' 0 50
‘rof improvement 67 34 49 b 16 13 16
Jther Reasons 17 24 53 0 24 6 6
-ACHERS OF EXCEP- 7)
IONAL CHILDREN

lob Responsibility 12 25% 50% 17% 0% 8% 03
‘few Job Desired 2 0 0 50 0 50 0
‘rof tmprovement 22 27 hs 27 0 5 5
ither Reasons 6 17 33 17 0 . 33 0
THER SPECIALISTS

Job Responsibility 42 26% 67% 17% 5% 17% 33%
{ew Job Desired 7 71 43 14 14 1 43
arof Improvement 115 34 38 N 11 17 21
Jther Reasons 23 43 39 9 4 13 9
SINCIPALS

lob Responsibility 71 33 77% ny - 3% 7% 7%
{ew Job Desired L 75 25 -0 0 0 0
*rof Improvement 147 17 62 13 17 6 23
Jther Reasons 16 6 75 6 0 6 (3

urce: Getring More from Qur Schagls, Profession Wide Study Group on the Continued

Prafessional Develophent of School Personnel in Oregon, June 1978.
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Inservice Projects Funded by SDE, 1978-1979
/ vith Federal Punde under PL94-142 (Handicapped)

Coos E.S.D. - provide training and consultant follow-up for teachers and other
school staff in the Coos County area ($9,256)

Hillsboro Scﬁool District - deQelop a training program aimed at non-school

\ - education staff including teachers, teacher aides, playground aides,
v moprinedpals, cand: bus  driversy produce a set of videotapes and accompany-
ing training materials ($4,000) ‘

Jefferson E.S.D. - train regular classroom teachers in Crook, Jefferson, and
neighboring counties in classroom management; train resdurce persons fn
each school to assist other teachers ($1,600) :

Lane, Douglas, Jackson E.5.D.'s - work through regular staff meetings on
the building level to identify county-wide needs &nd resourcq;bfor Jmple-
menting PL 94-142 and to match-needs and resources where possTble ($16,200)

Oregon College of Educatien -.prepare teachers and administrators in central
and eastern Oregon to evaluate and teach handicapped children ($18,500)

Portland State University - train administrators and counselors in the mid-

Willamette Valley in understanding of and provision of services for the
handicapped ($14,470)

U. of 0. Health Sciences Center - provide training in the interdisciplinary

team process for school distrigt personnel in several locations around
the state ($20,000).

Wasco £.5.D. - provide training to improve knowledge, attitudes, and skills

of teachers, administrators, and support personnel in mid-Columbia region
($1,710)

OECC 3/23/79

'

1 Getting More fxom Qur Schoals, Profession Wide Study Group on the Continued

Professional Development of School Personnel in Oregon, June 1978.

50
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_[pAnTM&NT OoF !DUCAT{éN ’ . )
<2 LANCASTER DRIVE NE. . EXHIBITE . _ November 28, 1978

.LEM, OREGON ®7¥I10

MEMORANDUM N§J6'W7&79

10 ESD Superintendents ;{

RE: A Request for a Proposal to Test the Feasibility of Oregon's Proposed
' Support System for Locally Sponsored Staff Development/School

oo ...lmprovement. Activities - ... .. S U

rL '/
The new Minimum Standards that have been adopted for schools In Oregon, PRublic Law
94-142, and a host of other factors have highlighted the need for continuing :t{i:
e

development and program improvement activities on the part of schools. Both quire
resources and expertise that most districts are hard presded to find.

"~ For the past two years a profession-wide study group consisting of representatives
from all institutions, agencies and professional associations in Oregon Involved in
school ing and the preparation of school personnel have been working toward the develop
ment of a profession-wide system of support for schools as they undertake staff de-
velopment/school improvement efforts. Last spring the study group submitted a set
of broad policy recommendations to the institutions §hd agencies represented on. the
study group that if adopted would establish a solliid basis for thinking about the con-
tinued professional development of school personnéi in Oregon (see ''Getting More From
Our Schools; Policy and Procedural Recommendations for the Continued Professional
Development of School Personnel in Oregon''). These recommendations have now been

~acted.upon by the institutions and agencies involved, and an INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR
THE CONTINUED PROFESS 1ONAL DEVELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL is in the process of éeing
established. The RFP attached is a direct outgrowth of the work of the study group,
and is one of the first project activities to be sponsored by the INTERAGENCY COUNCIL.

Late in May the State Department of Education, along with three other states received
a federal grant to design the kind of support aystem for schools that has been called
for In the recommendations of the profession-wide study group. Central to the
proposed support system is the idea of pooling resources and expertise, in the form
of ""Educational Cooperatives" or '"Educational Consortia,' across districts, ESD's,
institutions of higher education and educational R and D agencies. In this plan the
State Department is to serve as a support, agency to the various regional consortia,
working primarily with and through the E3D's. : f |

- The RFP that is attached provides further information about these ideas, and outlines
@ procedure for testing thelr feasibility. . To help distriets and cooperating institu-
tions prepare for the next set of requirements that flow from the new Standards, the
feasibility test is to be designed around the program improvement reqyirement within

' the Standards (Standard 208, parts 2, 3 and 4). | hope you will consider responding
to the request, and in this way help us find a way to make better use of increasingly(
limited .resources to further the quality of schooling in Oregon. |f you have

‘questions, please call Dr. Betty Fish, at 378- 566. _ :

. TN e
— Verne Duncan

Statg.Superintcndeﬁt of
é{lPUblic Instruction

‘OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT

~N
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Purpose

by

' - o
REQUEST FOR A PROPOSAL .\ A

& , .
Testing the Faasibility of Oregon's Proposaed
Support System for Localdy Sponsored Staff
Development/School Improvement Activities

kY .
) * ’ - o C oy
To ask, two regional groupings of .education Institutlons. and agencies to de-

~-termine thel feasibility of pooling resources and working cooperatively to assist
" local distrfcts in staff development/school improvement efforts. The question '

of feasibility is to be studied from two polnts of view: (1) that of the Insti-
tutions and agencies whose resources are to be podied including local districts,
and (2) that of local districts wanting to use ghe added resources avallablie to
them through the pool. : . ‘K;

Particlipants ’ | .
T . i .

Each regignal grouping Is to consist, minimally, of two ldcal districts, one
ESD and one titution of higher education. Other Institutions and agencies may .
be invited to join the CBnsortium as needed or desired, for example, additional
LEA's or ESD's, or an educational R & D agency, but-this Is up to’the organizing
institutions Involved. All who come together for purposes of ‘the project, how-
ever, wifl be expected to work together as an "Educational Cooperative' or "Educa-
tional Consortium' for the duration of the project. Each Consortium will Be ex-
pected to work closely with personnel from the Department of Education and members
of the newly established INTERAGENCY COUNCIL FOR THE CONTINUED-PROFESS IONAL DE-
VELOPMENT OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL. The Teaching Research Division ST the State System
of Higher Education, upon request, will be able to provide some staff assistance:
ti/Eadh Consortium. ) :

Central to the. proposed support system for local districts is the concept
of Education Extension Centers. As presently concelved :each ESD would establish
sygh a Center within its own organizational structure, and would assign the Cen-
ter responsibility for supporting local districts IR staff development/school
improvement efforts. Funds to operate the Center, at least initially, would come
from the ESD. The plan also calls for a statewide network of Centers ‘to be
formed as an organizational structure through which the State Department, ESD's
and local districts would communjcate and share resources. :

— ..
Work t6>be,Accompllshed

Each of two local districts within each Consortium (a) prepare a staff de-
velopment/school improvement (SD/S1) plan that meets an identified learning need
of students within their respective districts (where need is defined as a learn-
ing outcome that is de{[red but not being achieved); (b) ident.ify the functions
to be performed in implementing each plan by the various members of the Consor- .
tium; 'and "(c) estimate the ‘costs that would be Incurred by each membar of the Coh-
sortium in implémintlngweach plan. NOTE: Each of the SD/SI plans is to%qover a9 to
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-12 month period of time (the summer months may be used), and each Is to
~ Include provisions for determining short-term effacts (effects during
‘the year of implementation) and tong-term effects (effects over one to
three years after Implementation). Teachers and administrators Ffrom
the.buildings in which SD/S| plans are to be Implemented must be in-
volved in preparing the plan and assessing the feasibility of lts Im-
plementation. S A

On the basis of these planning exertises, representatives from eachr
institution in the Consortium are to describe (a) the proceduraes™followed
in Qeveloping each SD/S1 plan and its accompanylng cost estlmates;'* :
L ~"the -contribution which each participating institution was able to '
¢ in developing each plan; (c) the contribution each participating In

tution was able to make toward implementing each plan; ‘and (d) the .

problems/limitations encountered elther in designing the SD/S! plan or

in thinking through its Implementation. '

After completing these statemgnts each participating Institution
is to prepare a brief statement descrihing from its own-point of view
the feasibility of engaging in such an approach to staff development/
school improvement efforts on a continuing and expanded basis. This
feasibility statement is to take into account all aspects of the plan-
ning exercise, including actual and projected costs, and Is to Include
recommendations as to how the proposed SD/S| support system for schoq}{
in.Oregon might be improved or made more practical.

S

P
Timel ines )
—_— i . ) _
Proposal !L be submitted to the State Department of Education by

"'Friday, December 22, 1978. It is anticipated that at least two propos-
als will be funded. Notification of Department decisions on proposals
will be provided by Friday, January 5, 1979.% A progress report (oral)’
will be made by representatives from each Consortium at a one-day meet-

ing called by the State Department in mid-February. A final report .
(written) is to be filed with the State Department by April 15.

~

Funding _ : ., Y .
Two 4 housand five hundred dollars: to each Consortium, with $500
payable on February 10 and March IO,uand $1,500 payable on acceptance

- of the final report.

Lo ~ . o -
Proposal Fogmat and Preparation : N
Y —_ \ ¢ n : ) )
. . The proposal should address the follawing points, though not neces-
sarily in"the ordaer listed: ) - - )
- ° Rqrticipants ?ﬁ the\Cpnsortium_suBhitting thé,proposal;' »
w . ® The two Iqcal districts who will identify the instructional
. ' . program ‘in’,need of impgovement, and pPepare,an appropriate
3 . staff.d¢vg10pmen£{program_iyprovehpnt plan; ' )
v '. . . ~ - '
, S . . {
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) ® The identified student need ground which the SD/SI effort .
‘ is likely to be undertaken, and the source of evidence
used In identifying the need;

® A first approximation to the procedures to be followed In
designing the SD/S! plan;

® Designation of a project director or coord!nator;

e Designation of a fiscal agent.

The proposal should not exceed two or three pages In length, : .

.

Proposal Submission .. . . . .

The proposal should be delivered to Dr. Betty Fish, “Center
Program Coordination, State Department of Education by no later than
3:00 p.m., Friday, December 22. The proposal should be submitted by
the institution servﬁng as fiscal agent for the project.

-~ »




